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ADVERTISEMENT

The scientific publications of the National Museum include two
series, known, respectively, as Proceedings and Bulletin.

The Proceedings series, begun in 1878, is intended primarily as a
medium for the publication of original papers, based on the collec-
tions of the National Museum, that set forth newly acquired facts in
biology, anthropology, and geology, with descriptions of new forms
and revisions of limited groups. Copies of each paper, in pamphlet
form, are distributed as published to libraries and scientific organiza-
tions and to specialists and others interested in the different subjects.
The dates at which these separate papers are published are recorded in
the table of contents of each of the volumes.

The series of Bulletins, the first of which was issued in 1875, con-
tains separate publications comprising monographs of large zoologi-
cal groups and other general systematic treatises (occasionally in sev-
eral volumes), faunal works, reports of expeditions, catalogs of type
specimens, special collections, and other material of similar nature.
The majority of the volumes are octavo in size, but a quarto size has
been adopted in a few instances. In the Bulletin series appear vol-
umes under the heading Contributions from the United States Na-
tional Herbarium, in octavo form, published by the National Museum
since 1902, which contain papers relating to the botanical collections
of the Museum,

The present work forms No. 200 of the Bulletin series.

ALrxANDER WETMORE
Secretary, Smithsonian Institution
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THE GENERIC NAMES OF THE
BEETLE FAMILY STAPHYLINIDAE

WITH AN ESSAY ON GENOTYPY

By Ricuarp E. BLACKWELDER

INTRODUCTION

Tae problems surrounding the use of generic names in the family
Staphylinidae are surely no different from those encountered in other
groups of animals. They include such matters as synonymy, homony-
my, emendation, errors in spelling, misapplication zoologically, vali-
dation, date, author, and priority. Nevertheless, this family presents
nnusual opportunities for demonstration of the principles involved,
because of its large size, its homogeneity, and the extreme range in
size and complexity of its component groups.

The study of this family, as far as all aspects except the description
of new forms are concerned, has been relatively neglected. This has
been due largely to the difliculties that do actually accompany such
study. The difficulties are the small average size of the individuals
and the unusual lack of readily observable characters in some sections.
These have been real difficulties, as shown by the general belief among
coleopterists that this is a difficult family and by the unsatisfaetory
condition of nearly all collections of the family.

The study of all groups of beetles has suffered from a long series of
difficulties arising from historical factors, inadequate knowledge of
biological principles, and illogieal sequenee of investigations. The
early development of classification systems based upon single strue-
tures, such as the tarsi or the trophi, tended to blind students to other
structures and to prevent a consideration of the relative importance of
other characters. In most groups in which there has been any study
of comparative anatomy, or any unbiased search for characters
throughout the bedy with evaluation of relative stability, these have
come long after a classification had been established. In most cases
the implications of the morphological study have not been followed by
the taxonomists in the classification and definition of the groups.

1



2 BULLETIN 200, UNITED STATES NATIONAL MUSEUM

However, in the families where the individuals are of fairly large
size much more work has been done; the sheer number of works in-
volved, the greater easo of seeing characters, and the cumulative effect
of the small corrections that are being made constantly have resulted
in a reasonable approach to the classification that might have been
reached earlier by a more scientific approach. This is, of course, only
relatively true, but in many families the current classification is satis-
factory in its broad aspects, and most of the groups have been defined
in a usable manner.

In the Staphylinidae, on the other hand, there has been practically
no change in classification or definition since 1840, almost no satis-
factory definitions exist for genera or any higher groups, and the
many problems of validation, synonymy, homonymy, errors of various
kinds, genotypes, and all the difliculties of a relatively unassimilated
but voluminous literature have frequently not only remained unsolved
but have been greatly complicated by continuing inadequate work,
which only serves to increase the difliculties.

It is not intended to imply that these difticulties are not met with in
other families, often in as great degree, but to establish a background
for understanding the reason why the present study indicates such an
extreme state of confusion in the literature of this family. The publi-
cations of several of the most important writers are so little known
that they are nearly always misquoted as to date (and therefore prior-
ity) and originality of new forms included. Multiple publication of
names is common but heretofore almost unnoticed. The most prolific
writers are unable to keep track of even their own proposals, making
double and triple homonyms of their own names in fantastic combina-
tions. Classifications have adhered rigidly to systems that could
readily be proved to be inadequate, and most workers have failed to
take advantage of what sound work was published.

Under these circumstances it is not surprising that a study based on
exhaustive bibliographic work, careful study of the Rules and prin-
ciples of generic names and their genotypes, and careful application of
these principles to the 2,500 names involved should show an extremely
confused situation among the names. At least 50 names have been here
recognized for the first time as junior homonyms and have been re-
named; at least 80 geuneric names have here had their genotypes fixed
for the first time; several hundred cases of objective or absolute syn-
onymy have been discovered ; more than 350 cases of multiple publica-
tion are recorded ; many changes in application of names are found to
be required and are made; dozens of cases of incorrect citation of date
or place of original publication are cited ; well over 1,200 misspellings
are listed ; and hundreds of previously unknown genotype designations
have been brought to light.
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It is not supposed that this work will bring order out of chaos. In
fact the number of changes necessitated by the facts here brought out
will undoubtedly serve to confuse for a time. Until a zoological reex-
amination and an adequate classification are made, there will be no
end to the present difficulties. Although conclusions on priority of
names are indicated here, these are secondary to the presentation of
the facts of validation. It is believed that with the facts presented,
these same conclusions would be reached by all workers who adhere
closely to the International Rules of Zoological Nomenclature. Places
where differences in interpretation would lead to different conclusions
are pointed out in discussion of each name or in the explanatory
remarks on genotypy and the details of style employed.

The sole purpose of this work is to present in uniform manner the
facts of the establishment and subsequent use of all the names applied
to genera and subgenera of Staphylinidae. This involves the facts of
validation (author, date, place, and manner), priority, genotype fix-
ation, changes in spelling, direct misuse, and subsequent discussions
of any of these. The nomenclatural implications of these facts are
cited whenever possible.

THE NAMES OF GENERA

The technical names of genera can be divided roughly into three
groups. The first includes those that have not been acceptably pub-
lished, such as manuscript names, museum labels, and nomina nuda.
The second includes all the acceptably published names, whether con-
sidered valid or not, such as correct generic names, synonyms and
homonyms, and intentional emendations. The third includes pub-
lished names that are not accorded separate status under the Rules.
These may be misapplications of names, lapsus calamorum (singular
lapsus calami), or misspellings.

This classification is outlined below, and the implications of the
genotype principle to each category is discussed.

CLASSIFICATION OF NAMES

I. Names not accepted into our formal nomenclature
A. Unprinted names
1. Manuscript names, museum labels
B. Printed names
2. Nomina nuda
II. Names accepted into nomenclature
C. Names currently accepted
3. For genera
4. For subgenera
D. Names not currently accepted
5. Junior homonyms
6. Junior synonyms
7. Emendations
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IT1. Name forms not accorded separate status
E. Misapplied names
8. Misidentifications
F. Errors
9. Lapsus calamorum
10. Misspellings

I. NAMES NOT ACCEPTED INTO OUR FORMAL NOMENCLATURE

A. Unprinted names—Unprinted names (manuseript names and
museum labels) have no standing or acceptance in zoological
nomenclature, but their existence is recognized in the Rules. They do
riot have genotypes or any other legal features of scientific names. At
any time, however, they may be brought into nomenclature by speci-
fied means, and at that time they enter into group II. Little is to be
gained by taking any note of these names, except to watch for possible
validation of them.

B. Nomina nuda.—These differ from the preceding only in having
been printed, thereby having a deceptive similarity to acceptable
names. They do not satisfy the requirements of the Rules and are to
that extent similar to the unprinted names. However, they arc present
in the literature and are often copied in later works. They must be
carefully examined to determine that they do not meet the require-
ments, and each time they are printed they must be reexamined. Many
nomina nuda have been inadvertently validated by careless treatment.

Nomina nuda may be defined in various ways. Nearly all definitions
are centered around the fact that the name was not acceptably pro-
posed—not validly published. If we assume that this is the impor-
tant fact in the implication of the word, the expression may reason-
ably be applied to any name which is proposed without meeting the
legal requirements of the Rules. Thus, we class as nomina nuda all
published names which are not accompanied by a description or an
indication and (since 1930) also with fixation of genotype.

II. NAMES ACCEPTED INTO NOMENCLATURE

0. Names currently accepted —The names in classes 3 and 4 are the
only names that are normally applied to animals in practice. Of
course, some in classes 5 and 6 may be used because their true status is
not recognized, and a few in class 9 are in regular use without sanction
of the Rules.

For many purposes all names in classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 are treated
alike under the Rules. For example, they must meet the same publica-
tion requirements, they must all be Latin or treated as such, they can
be rejected only because of stipulated reasons, and they all require
genotypes. Their genotypes are determined or fixed by the same
methods, the explanation of which is the chief purpose of this
discussion.
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A name may belong in several of the categories at once, as 5, 6, and
7. An emended name that is a junior homonym may also be a junior
synonym. It might also turn out that it was a misidentification or
even a nomen nudum.

Generic and subgeneric names as outlined above are the names
properly applied to genera and subgenera respectively. Anrticle 6 of
the Rules states: “Generic and subgeneric names are subject to the
same rules and recommendations, and from a nomenclatural stand-
point they are coordinate, that is, they are of the same value.” Thus
in determining priority, genotypes, and other nomenclatural matters,
these two groups of names are treated as one.

When certain groups of species are listed as subgenera rather than
as genera, however, a zoological factor has been introduced—the
recognition of the zoological category (subgenus) of those groups,
This is exactly similar to the assighment of certain so-called groups
and their names to synonymy. Once this zoological factor has been
introduced, the subgeneric names (and synonyms) assume a status
quite different from that of generic names. For example, in listing
the species in a certain genus, a writer chooses not to make use of the
subgenera that have been proposed. In effect, he deals with the entire
genus at once (as he must, for example, in determining specific homon-
ymy). If he desires to list the generic synonyms, he must include
among them the subgenera, which for the purpose of that particular
moment are equal to them in status. It is obvious that at this point
the subgeneric names and the junior synonyms are of equal rank but
are not on a plane with the generic name. The recognition of their
zoological status through the category assigned to the concepts they
represent makes it impossible to treat them as coordinate with the
generic name.

Again, in citing the number of genera in a family or other higher
group, we count only the true genera as we recognize them, paying
no attention to any subgenera. For this purpose the subgenera are on
a lower level with which we are not presently concerned.

In short, in anything that involves recognition of the fact that a
name applies to a subgenus and not to a genus, the subgeneric name
has a status that is quite different from that of a generic name. This
is not a contradiction of Article 6, since this is a zoological considera-
tion, not a nomenclatural one. For example, the determination of
genotypes is a strictly nomenclatural function, but it has no nomen-
clatural nuse. The fixation of a genotype will not fix the name of any
zoological group until the zoological status of the group is worked out.
Thus the purpose of the nomenclatural fixing of genotypes is the tying
of names to zoological entities so that recognition of zoological iden-
tity (and sometimes also nomenclatural synonymy) can determine
the correct name.
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In summary, then, for all strictly nomenclatural purposes, classes
3. 4, 5, 6, and 7 are treated alike. Where zoological considerations
have been admitted, class 8 differs from classes 4, 5, 6, and 7, which
are similar in being all part of the synonymy (the rejected names,
whether complete or partial synonyms).

The same conclusion can be reached through a different line of
reasoning, thus: In considering all the names that have been applied
to a particular genus (and its parts), they are all in a single category,
according to Article 6, and are treated alike as a series of names. When
the fact is stated that they apply to parts of one zoological genus, we
can still say that they are all in one group—they are all synonyms.
One of these synonyms will be the oldest available name for the genus
(and one will be the oldest available name for each subgenus, if they
are recognized as such). Among the other names, however, we can see
several kinds. There may be some objective synonyms of the generic
name that can never be anything but objective synonyms. There
may be some subjective synonyms, whose status depends on the judg-
ment of each worker. Any subjective synonym is potentially a partial
synonym, that is, corresponds only to part of the genus (a subgenus).
By his treatment of the entities represented by these names, each writer
distinguishes between the complete synonyms (synonyms of the genus)
and the partial synonyms (subgenera and their synonyms).

Although nomenclaturally all these names belong in a single class,
zoologically the synonyms of any generic name form a definite class
distinct from the generic name, and require different treatment in
certain non-nomenclatural details.

In ordinary taxonomy strictly nomenclatural use of names is un-
common. Most workers do not concern themselves with rechecking
the validity of the publication of cach name and the fixation of its
genotype. They assume that these matters have been adequately dealt
with by nomenclaturists. Thus, in normal use, generic and subgeneric
names are always used with assumption of zoological status. We see
this in revisionary work, in cataloging, and in synonymy. In all these,
subgeneric names and synonyms are together classed apart from gen-
eric names.

Thus, according to this interpretation, the statement in Article 6 that
generic and subgeneric names are coordinate from a nomenclatural
standpoint is quite true but cannot be extended to cover situations
in which the zoological status of the entities represented by the names
isinvolved. Aslong as the names are dealt with purely as names, they
are coordinate. When they are used as names for entities in different
zoological categories, they are not coordinate. In the latter case they
must be treated in four groups—the names of genera, their synonyms,
the names of subgenera, and their synonyms.
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D. Names not currently accepted.—Junior homonyms (class 5) are
identical names for different things. They must be further identified
for priority purposes as senior and junior homonyms. Since identical
names for different animals ecannot be used under the Rules, the
younger or junior homonym mnust be replaced (with a junior synonym,
if there is one, or with a new name). Thus, all junior homonyms are
or should be also synonyms. They are often the senior synonym but
can never be used because of their homonymy.

Junior synonyms (class 6) are two names for the same thing.
They may also be designated as senior and junior. Of far more
importance, however, is the distinction of objective (nomenclatural,
absolute, or isogenotypic) synonyms and subjective (zoological or
temporary) synonyms. Unlike homonyms, many junior synonyms
arc the correct names for genera, because the senior synonyms cannot
be used (since they are also junior homonyms).

Emendations are intentional changes in spelling of a name.
They may be justified under Article 19 of the Rules or unjusti-
fied. If justified, they replace the original spelling in all respects,
amounting to the correction of the original error. If unjustified
(class 7), they do not replace the original but are treated like en-
tirely separate names. They are synonyms of the original spelling
and objectively so. An unjustified emendation may replace the origi-
nal if the latter is not usable (because of homonymy). The emen-
dation is merely one of the junior synonyms among which priority
will dictate a selection.

I11. NAME FORMS NOT ACCORDED SEPARATE STATUS

Names in classes 8, 9, and 10 do not have a separate status of their
own. They are errors of some sort and are best ignored. That is
to say, they should be corrected as soon as recognized and in most
regards treated as if the error had never been made. Of course, in
some outstanding cases, 1t is necessary for convenience to carry the
erroneous spelling in synonymy like a synonym.

E. Misapplied names—Misapplied names result from the failure
to recognize the true genotype and use it in determining the nature
of the genus. This may occur through accepting the wrong species
as genotype or through including in the genus species that are not
congeneric with the genotype. In either case the genus as understood
by the later worker may be quite different from that of its original
proposer, and much confusion can result. It is necessary to correct
these misapplications, usually by citing them in the synonymy of
some other generic name. They do not have genotypes, and in fact
have no real existence as names, although in some cases they may have
met the requirements of the Rules and be actually junior homonyms
of the original name. If a misapplication of an old name were-
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granted a separate status in nomenclature, we would logically be
forced to grant separate status to every use of every name. This is
patently absurd, and nothing is gained by giving the misapplications
the permanence of such acceptance into formal nomenclature.

F. Errors—A lapsus calami (plural, lapsus calamorum) is literally
a slip of the pen. In practice one may result from a temporary lapse
of the mind, which permits a wrong name to pass uncorrected, or a
wrong spelling. These are not typographical errors, since they are
made by the author himself. For example, an entomologist familiar
with ants once had occasion to refer to the little-known beetle genus
Campoporus. He inadvertently wrote it as Camponotus, a well-
known ant name. In a sense this error is a junior homonym of the
real Camponotus and a junior synonym of Campoporus, but it is best
not to accord it any such definite status. We may have to list it in
synonymy to give a reference to the data published under that name,
but we should identify it as not having a place in nomenclature.

Misspellings are not clearly distinguished from the preceding and
result from several causes. Typographical errors are not uncemmon,
but not nearly all errors on the printed page are the fault of the type-
setter. They may result from ignorance or a lapse of the author,
from an illegible manuscript, or from misguided attempts of editors
or proofreaders to “correct” what appear to be errors. Like the lap-
sus calami, the misspelling has no status of its own, although it some-
times appears to be a junior synonym. In extreme cases it must be
carried in synonymy to avoid confusion, but it has no genotype.

THE PRINCIPLE OF GENOTYPY

When a genus originally including several species is found to be
composite according to current standards, it may be divided into two
or more genera. The original name must be applied to one of these,
according to the Rules. It would have been possible to tie the generic
name to the first species listed under it or to some other specifically
defined species, but the Rules instead adopt the principle of tying
cach generic name to a type species, just as each specific name is an-
chored to a type specimen. This type species is called the genotype
or type of the genus.

1The word “genotype’ has been the subject recently of considerable discussion, which
has resulted in its replacement in some works by other terms. 'The argument that the
word nceds to be replaced because of confusion with the word ‘“genotype” in genetics is
completely false. The uses are so different that direct confusion is most unlikely, and,
if a change is to be made, the latter name should be the one changed, since it is younger
by many years.

Several persons have suggested that the etymologically proper formm of this word is
generitype or generotype. In a sense they are right, and in another sense wrongz. I'rom
the Latin word genus, with genitlve generis, we would get generitype (or less likely though
possible generotype). From the Greek word genos. with genitive geneos, we would get
genotype. Since a large majority of our technical terms come from the Greek, genofype
1s correct and to be preferred. Since some of our technical terms come from Latin,
generitype cannot be said to be wrong.
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The determination of the genotype of a genus is sometimes a very
complex problem (see next section), but the use of genotypes in nomen-
clature is very simple. Wherever the type species is placed in the
classification, because of its zoological characteristics, the generic name
must follow it. For example, if the type species of generic name A
is placed in a genus (zoological group) that has no other generic name,
then the name A must be adopted for that genus. If the type species
is placed in a genus that already has a name (and possibly synonyms
also), the genus must take the oldest available name in the combined
list. The genotype in question may be only one of several species
being put into the genus at that time, but it is the one that determines
the fate of the generic name. For example, a genus A with species
1,2,8, and 4 has as its genotype species 2. Ifitis divided for zoological
reasons into two groups including species 1, 3, and 4 and species 2,
respectively, the name A must go with species 2 (its genotype) even
if that is placed in a genus with an older name and even if the other
group (1, 3,4) is left entirely without a name.

The principle of genotypy is therefore this: Every generic name
must have a type species (genotype) to determine its zoological appli-
cation. The disposition of the type species will determine the
application of the generic name, but the status of other names
applied to the same zoologic genus (and its parts) will determine
the fate of the name in practice. For example, genus A has as
genotype species 1. This species is placed in another genus by
a later worker. The name A must now be applied to the second genus,
but whether it is the correct name for that second genus depends upon
whether there are prior names available. If the second genus already
is named B (with genotype species 2), and if B is older than A, then
the genus takes the name B (with its genotype species 2), and A
becomes a subjective junior synonym (with its genotype species 1).
If B was younger than A, the genus would take the name A, with
genotype species 1, and B would be the subjective junior synonym,
with its genotype species 2.

This principle applies to all names in zoological nomenclature,
whether generic or subgeneric, synonyms or homonyms, original
spellings or justifiable emendations.

GENOTYPE DETERMINATION

One of the most detailed and complex sets of Rules and Opinions
about any subject in zoological nomenclature governs the determina-
tion of genotypes. Even so, the Rules fail to answer numerous ques-
tions that arise, and in fact leave unstated almost all the underlying
principles. These principles are of the utmost importance and will be
discussed below.
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There are four terms that are indispensable to a discussion of the
fundamentals of genotypy, in addition to the word genotype itself,
which is defined above. The general term for the legal establishment
of the correct genotype is fization. This fixation of genotype may be
accomplished by various means, including designation, automatic fix-
ation, and fixation by special rules. Designation is fixation or selection
by direct statement, as “I designate the species 1 as type of the genus
A” or “Genus A, genotype = species 1.” The genotype is automati-
cally fixed by monotypy when the genus originally includes a single
species. It is automatically fixed by objective synonymvy when the
pame is published as nomenclaturally equal to another name, as a new
name for it or as a stillborn synonym.? (The term “objective” is
equivalent to “absolute” and implies that the synonymy is irrevocable
and not subject to opinion. The opposite is subjective synonymy,
which depends on the judgment of the taxonomist.)

It is difficult to arrange the methods of fixation in order of impor-
tance. Yet this is essential since there are cases in which two different
species are indicated as genotype by two different methods. One must
cbviously take precedence over the other. The following appears to
be the most satisfactory arrangement :

METHODS OF FIXATION OF GENOTYPES

A. Fixation under the Plenary Powers.
1. Suspension of the Rules.
B. Automatic fixation.
2. Monotypy.
. Subspecies, varieties, synonyms.
. Included species not named.
. Since 1930.
. Virtual monotypy.
Subgeneric monotypy.
. Synonymy of all original species.
. Original name must be available.
3. Objective synonymy.
a. Isogenotypy.
b. Objectivity.
4. Subsequent monotypy (of a genus without originally included specles).
C. Original designation.
5. By direct statement of designation.
6. Use of typicus or typus as a new specific name.
7. Absolute tautonymy of a new specific name.
8. N. g., n. sp. rule (Opinion 7).
9. Single description rule (Opinion 43).

RO AT

? This term (stillborn) has been used {n a somewhat confusing manner to signify a name
that was a synonym at the time of its validation. It was first published as a synonym
and was in that sense ‘gstillborn.” However, such a name can be used under certain cir-
cumstances, 80 it is not actually “stillborn.”
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D. Subsequent designation.
10. Unambiguous designation.
a. By direct statement of designation.
b. Special systems.
¢. By elimination (Opinion 6).
11. By acceptance of some supposed prior fixation (but not by mere reference
to it).
Each of these methods is discussed below, with references to form,
pitfalls, examples, etc. In the dicussion of each method it is assumed

that none of the preceding methods has fixed the genotype.
A. FIXATION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS

1. Suspension of the rules—At the Ninth International Congress of
Zoology, at Monaco in 1913, the International Commission on Zoologi-
cal Nomenclature was granted special Plenary Powers “to suspend the
Rules as applied to any given case, where in its judgment the strict
application of the Rules will clearly result in greater confusion than
uniformity” provided that certain technicalities be complied with.
This power has been used many times to legalize generic names that
would otherwise have been rejected and to fix as their genotypes species
that could not otherwise have been justified.

This power transcends all the Rules relating to genotype fixation.

B. AUTOMATIC FIXATION

2. Monotypy.—If a new genus is proposed for a single species, that
species is automatically the genotype, and the genus is said to be mono-
basic. (The term monotypic is considered unsatisfactory, since by
rule all genera have only one type.)

This is the simplest of all type fixations, yet it is not without difficul-
ties. For example: the genus C was proposed with one new species
described. It has been thought to be the monobasic genotype. How-
ever, more careful examination of the work reveals that in an appendix
two more new species were described. Since the appendix was pub-
lished with the main text, there were actually three species included.
Again, C. G. Thomson published many new genera in the Skandi-
naviens Coleoptera. Genotypes for most of these have been selected
from among the included species. But it has generally been over-
looked that many of the names in the later volumes were validated
in a key in the first volume, each with a single species cited. Many
of the designations are incorrect, for the genera are monobasic upon a
different species.

Some of the points encountered in applying the principle of mono-
typy are discussed below.
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It would seem at first glance that the concept of monotypy—a genus
with only one original species, would be easy to apply. Quite the
contrary is true, however, for there are two basic points on which
nomenclaturists have widely different views.

The Rules do not directly state that the type of a genus is a species.
However, this seems to be implicit in the rules dealing with the subject.
This interpretation is taken by some to mean that only a species (as
understood by the original author) included by name can be the geno-
type. Other concepts that might be included, such as subspecies or
synonyms, have no bearing since they were not “species” to the origi-
nal author. This is thought to be the logical conclusion of the prin-
ciple of accepting what he said he had rather than requiring detailed
subsequent study to determine what he actually did have.

By others it is believed that throughout the Rules the word “species”
was intended to include subspecies. Support is claimed for this view
in the passage in Article 6 that “Generic and subgeneric names are
subject to the same rules and recommendations, and from a nomen-
clatural standpoint they are coordinate, that is, they are of the same
value.” From this it is held that any name which is included under
the genus by the original author is a nomenclatural species and is
available as genotype.

In the first of these views, a genus published with one named species
which contains two named subspecies is nevertheless monobasie, since
the author put only one species into it. That species is therefore the
genotype by monotypy. In the second view, this genus would have
two “species’ available for genotype selection.

The other point involved in this problem which is interpreted in
opposite ways is the question of what is “nomenclatural” in the sense
of Article 6 (quoted above) and what is not. Persons holding the
second view described above contend that there 1s nothing but nomen-
clature involved in the species with two subspecies cited above—that
the question of whether there is one “species” or two, for purposes of
genotype fixation, is purely nomenclatural.

The opposite view is that although it is largely a nomenclatural
question, it does contain one zoological factor (the use of two zoologi-
cal categories) and is therefore no longer entirely nomenclatural.
To this view Article 6 is therefore no longer applicable, and only one
“species” is present.

The writer has been unable to compromise these two sets of views.
He has been forced to follow one and has chosen the first. The follow-
ing paragraphs (a-f) are based on this premise and will not be ac-
ceptable to persons following the second view.

a. SUBSPECIES, VARIETIES, SYNONYMS : If the single species has named
subspecies or varieties, or if it has synonyms that are listed, these have
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no effect on the monotypy. Only a single species was included from
the point of view of the original author, and it is the type under the
name by which it was accepted.

Article 11 of the Rules states: “Specific and subspecific names are
subject to the same rules and recommendations, and from a nomencla-
tural standpoint they are coordinate, that is, they are of the same
value.” This has been interpreted by some taxonomists as meaning
that a named subspecies is of equal nomenclatural rank with a named
species and prevents the genus from being monobasic. However,
Article 11 restricts its own application to nomenclatural considera-
tions. As long as the specific and subspecific names are being treated
merely as names, for validation, orthography, priority, ete., they are
coordinate. However, when it is stated that one is to apply to a species
and the other to a subspecies, a zoological factor has been introduced
that removes the problem from the realm of Article 11. Since a species
and a subspecies cannot be said to be coordinate, their names cannot
either so long as their zoological rank is involved. Article 11 does
not say or mean that species and subspecies are coordinate, and it is
therefore impossible for the names of species and the names of sub-
species to be coordinate, except for certain strictly nomenclatural con-
siderations.

Therefore, if an author states that a new genus contains a single
species under a particular name, no other names that were then or at
any later time applied to the species or any of its parts is of any con-
cern in determining the genotype. If only one named species was in-
cluded, from the point of view of the original author, only that species
is available as genotype, and the genus is monobasic.

The same arguments apply to originally included synonyms (spe-
cific or subspecific) and names of any other rank below species.

It would have been possible, and perhaps even desirable, for the Rules
to have provided that the type of a generic name is a specific name.
This would have been in keeping with the fact that genotypy is a nom-
enclatural concept and therefore should deal with names only. It is
possible that this is what was intended in the Rules, but it is difficult to
maintain such a view in spite of its logic and certain practical advan-
tages. Although no rule says directly that the type of a genus is a
species, numerous references appear to show that that is what would
have been said. Statements in Article 30 and in several Opinions
make it reasonable for us to accept this interpretation, although in two
places in Article 30 there is definite implication that subspecific names
also are available. Accordingly the genotype in these cases can be only
the one species included, regardless of subspecies or synonyms. Al-
though it may be cited under any of its names (if it has several), only

892643—52——2
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confusion can result in genotype designation from using any other
name than the one the original author employed for the species.

b. IncLupep spEciEs NoT NamED: If a single species was described
but not named, it is the genotype, if it is positively identified before
other fixation. If not, the first included named species (or one desig-
nated from the first included group) is the genotype.

¢. Since 1930: After 1930, when a genus cannot be properly pub-
lished without “designation” of a genotype, monotypy is accepted
as a form of designation. (This use of the word designation in the
Code is unfortunate, since fixation would have been more appropriate.
Designation is best applied only to selection of a genotype by direct
statement.)

d. VirTuaL »oNorypy: Some genera published with several in-
cluded species are nevertheless actually monobasic. Example: Genus
D was published with three species. Careful examination of remarks
under the genus and the species reveals that two of the species were
directly stated to be likely not to belong to the same genus as the
other. In effect there was one included species and two doubtfully
included species.

Article 30.IL.e states that “species which the author of the genus
doubtfully referred to it” . .. “are excluded from consideration in
determining the type.” Therefore only the definitely included one is
available as genotype, so the genus is wirtually monobasic.

e. SUBGENERIC MONOTYPY: The genotypes of subgeneric names are
fixed and determined in exactly the same manner as those of generic
names, from the species originally included in the subgenus or the first
group included in it.

A question arises here of the status of a genus originally proposed
with three species, two of which are originally placed in new sub-
genera. The genus has three original species, yet the typical subgenus
has only one. The typical subgenus must have the same genotype as
the genus, and since only one species is available in the subgenus, it
must be the type of both. This might be termed subgeneric monotypy.

f. SYNONYMY OF ALL ORIGINAL sPECIES: If all the originally in-
cluded species are found by the reviser to be synonyms, merely a single
species in reality, this subjective synonymy does not make the genus
monobasic. All the original species are still available for selection.
Neither does the action of the reviser fix the genotype (see method
10c). The “inclusion of two or more species” means not zoological
species in the view of later workers but named species in the original
work—species in the belief of the original author as shown by his
giving them separate specific names.

g. ORIGINAL NAME MUST BE AVATLABLE: The species included must
be represented by a nomenclaturally available name. Example:
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Osorius, a catalog name, was printed by Dejean in 1821 with one
species, O. tardus Dejean. This is not the genotype because tardus was
a nomen nudum, even if Zardus can later be identified with a valid
species under the same or another name. The genus, of course, was
not valid in 1821 either, but if it had been therein validated by
description, it would have been without originally included fixed
genotype. If fardus was identified and properly published by the
first reviser, it would be the genotype but would be credited to the
reviser and not to Dejean, 1821, as would Osorius itself.

3. Objective synonymy—a. IsocENoryry: Two names which have
the same species as genotype are objective synonyms. They must
always apply to the same genus. They may also be called absolute
synonyms or nomenclatural synonyms, or they may be said to be
isogenotypic.

b. Ossectrviry. Conversely, two names which are objective syno-
nyms (such as a junior homonym and the new name proposed to re-
place it) automatically have the same genotype, whether it has been
fixed or not. This is in every theoretical aspect similar to (a), dif-
fering only in the approach. If the genotypes of two names are
fixed, and it is then found that they are the same, the two names are
isogenotypic synonyms (objective synonyms). If two names are
automatically synonymous, they must have the same genotype and
are also objective synonyms. A useful distinction can thus be made
between isogenotypy and objectivity, even though they are both
phases of objective synonymy. KExample: X-us F. 1792 has as geno-
type X-us albus (L.) Y-us Payk. 1800 has as genotype Y-us albus
(L.). Since the genotypes are the same, X-us and Y-us are #sogeno-
typic synonyms. Example: A-us F. 1792 (not L. 1758) is renamed
B-us. These two names are objective synonyms, and therefore they
must have the same species as genotype. The species will be deter-
mined by the first fixation for either name, but it must have been
originally included under the older generic name.

4. Subsequent monotypy.—If a genus is published without in-
cluded species, there can be no genotype until one or more species has
been placed in the genus. If a single species only is placed in the
genus, it thereby automatically becomes the genotype. It is the only
species available and has sometimes been called a monotype. How-
ever, since this fixation is quite different from the original monotypy
described above, it is best to further identify this as subsequent
monotypy. Example: The genus Stenus was published by Latreille
in 1796 without mention of species. In 1800 a species was placed
in the genus by name by Paykull. This is the only species available
as genotype, unless it is found that one or more species were placed in
the genus at an earlier date.
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C. ORIGINAL DESIGNATION

There are five methods mentioned in the Rules for “designation”
of a genotype by the original author. All but the first of these are
special cases which amount to designation only because of specific
provisions in the Code.

5. By direct statement.—In proposing a name for a supposedly
new genus or subgenus, an anthor has the privilege (and since 1930
the duty) of designating a genotype from among the species he in-
cluded in the genus. If none of the previous forms of fixation ap-
ply, and if the author has not made an error in his statement, the
designation must be accepted. Example: X-us Roe 1880, with species
1 and 2. Roe directly states, “Species 2 is the genotype.” This is
acceptable designation. Example: Smith in 1940 finds genus A-us is
preoccupied and renames it B-us. He specifically states that the geno-
type of B-us is B-us albus, which was one of three species originally in-
cluded in A-us. However, he failed to note a valid prior fixation of one
of the other species as genotype of A-us (A-us niger). The species
niger is also type of B-us, and Smith’s designation is invalid. Ex-
ample: Jones in 1945 described a new genus D-us with three species,
1,2,and 8. He specifically designates a genotype, calling it species 4.
1t is probable that he changed the name of 4 to 1, 2, or 3, forgetting
to change it in the designation. His designation is not valid, and the
genotype still is undetermined.

6. Typicus or typus.—Article 30.Lb. states, “If in the original pub-
lication of a genus, typicus or typus is used as a new specific name for
one of the species, such use shall be construed as ‘type by original
designation.’ ”

7. Absolute tautonymy.~—Article 30.1.d. states, “If a genus, without
originally designated (see 5) or indicated (see 6) type, contains among
its original species one possessing the generic name as its specific or
subspecific name, either as valid name or synonym, that spectes or
subspecies becomes ¢pso facto type of the genus.”

8. N. g., n. sp. rule—Opinion T states, “The expression ‘n. g., n. sp.,’
used in publication of a new genus for which no other species is other-
wise designated as genotype, is to be accepted as designation under
Article 30a.”

Although this Opinion makes no mention of any of the numerous
other forms of this expression which are possible, it is not reasonable
to restrict its application to cases appearing ezactly as stated. Tor
example, if X-us albus, n. g., n. sp., is acceptable designation, then X-us
albus n. gen., n. sp., would be equally acceptable. Other forms which
seem to be exactly comparable are: X-us albus gen. et sp. nov.; X-us
n. g., albus n. sp.; X-us (gen. nov) albus sp. nov.; and so forth. A
reasonable extension of the principle would cover the following case
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of a subgeneric name. X-us (XY-us) albus subgen. et sp. nov., or
X-us (Y-us n. subg.) albus n.sp. In all these a designation is made
that is comparable to that of Opinion 7.

9. Combined description rule—Opinion 43, “on the status of genera
the type species of which are cited without additional description.”
When a description is given for the genus, “The characters given for
[the genus] cover the genus and the type species, and the generic and
specific names are published in the sense of the Code.” For example,
T'eleogmus Foerster, 1856, with description; genotype 7'. orbifalis
Foerster, 1856, merely listed without any descriptive material. The
Commission ruled that both the genus and the species were included
in the generic description and thereby validated. This is, of course,
merely a special case of monotypy.

D. SUBSEQUENT DESIGNATION

Several methods are possible for fixation of the genotype in subse-
quent publications. Two have already been discussed; they are fix-
ation under the Plenary Powers and automatic fixation by subsequent
monotypy.

10. Unambiguous designation—In spite of the fact that some
writers have apparently believed that it is impossible to “select the
type” under the Rules without using the word “type” or “genotype,”
there are several ways of fixing the genotype in subsequent publica-
tion. Some of these are not easy to define:

a. SPECIFIC DESIGNATION As suct: Example: Jones in 1910, under
the genus Zzus Smith, 1840, states: “Genotype=FEzus laevis Smith,
1840.” If this was one of the originally included species and there is
no prior fixation, Exus lacvis Smith is the genotype by subsequent
designation.

b. SeeciaL systear:  Use of a definite system, such as tabulation of
the genotype, use of a special type of description for the genotypes
only, illustrations of the genotypes only, or always treating the geno-
type first.

Certain writers have designated genotypes for older names with-
out specifically stating their intention in each case. This is done by
use of a general introductory statement which explains the method
employed for indicating the genotypes. For example, in 1810 in the
Considérations Générales . . . , Latreille included a list of the genera
under the following heading: “Table des genres avec Pindication de
Pespéce qui leur sert de type.” Under each name is cited one species
(occasionally more than one). In Opinion 11, the International Com-
mission declared this list to be acceptable as designation, provided
the other requirements are met in each case.

A not uncommon method of indicating (and therefore sometimes
designating) genotypes is the use of (1) a prearranged special type
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face, (2) an illustration, (3) a special position among the species, or
(4) a special type of description given to one species only. For ex-
ample of (1) : In 1839 in the Elements of British Entomology, Shuck-
ard wrote in a footnote under the first genus, “The type, when British,
will be indicated by its being printed in small capitals in the list of
species . ..” By this means he has indicated the types of most of the
British genera, without making a specific statement about each.

An example of (2): In 1849 a group of 11 “disciples” of Cuvier
issued a new edition of his Le Régne Animal. The title-page bore the
following statement: “Edition accompagnée de planches gravées,
representant les types de tous les genres . . . ” This is acceptable as
designation, although the Commission has never ruled upon it.

An example of (3) is provided in 1910 in volume 1 of the Memoirs
on the Coleoptera, in which Casey on page 90 under a new genus
states, “The first species may be regarded as the type, as in all cases
where the type is not specifically named.” This would seem to apply
to all names in this volume.

The only example of (4) known to me is that of Fabricius in 1792
to 1805. This system (deseribed in detail by Malaise and by Black-
welder) consisted in giving a special description of the mouthparts
for one species in each genus. This one species was thereby set apart
as the anchor of the genus, the representative of the generic structure
—in short, as the genotype. Although this system is not universally
accepted as designation, it appears consistent with the principles out-
lined above. It isaccepted here, although only one of the designations
applies to a staphylinid (see Stenus).

Many other examples of these types of designation might be given,
along with a few apparently similar oues which do not meet minimum
requirements. An example of the latter is Curtis, 1837, A Guide to
an Arrangement of British Tnsects . . . (second edition), in which
certain names are proposed for sections of large genera. It is
stated that the first species listed after such names is always “a typical
species.” Since it is always a British species and usually not an
originally included one, it is best to consider this as less than unambig-
uous type selection. (This case was submitted to the International
Commission in 1947 but has not yet been dealt with.)

c. Erxmination: Opinion 6. “When a later author divides the
genus A, species Ab and Ac, leaving genus A, only species Ab, and
genus C, monotypic with species Ce, the second author is to be con-
strued as having fixed the type of genus A.” This special case is not
in conformity with the principles of genotype designation employed
in most of the rest of the Rules and Opinions. It is not to be extended
in the logical manner to general cases of elimination (see Article
30.IILk), although apparently it can reasonably be extended to cases
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in which more than two species are originally included and all but one
are simultaneously made types of monobasic new genera by a subse-
quent author (as suggested in Opinion 154).

d. In recent vears there has been much discussion of the problem
of misidentified genotypes—cases in which an author stated that
species 1 is the genotype but is afterward believed to have misidenti-
fied species 1 and to have been actually dealing with species 2. The
International Commission has ruled that when it appears that this
has happened, the case should be submitted for ruling.

I believe that Article 30, as interpreted in Opinion 14, takes care
of all such cases. The genotype is the species named, not some other
species that may have been in the author’s mind or is now in his
collection.

In connection with this last item, it may be pointed out that exam-
ination of a man’s collection years later has often been used as the
basis for a claim that he misidentified the genotype species. This is
a most unsatisfactory practice, not justified under the Rules, and lead-
ing only to confusion. I wish it to be clearly understood that, in pre-
paring this and other works on genotypes, I have not used specimens
in the U. S. National Museum or in any other collection. My des-
ignations and citations are based entirely on the literature. No other
method can produce sound nomenclatural results in this field. The
zoologic identity of the various genotype species is another problem
entirely.

11. Acceptance of a supposed prior designation.—lt is, of course, a
common occurrence for a writer to quote an earlier worker’s attempt at
genotype fixation. The later writer may accept or reject the earlier
citation or he may give no clue to whether he accepts it or rejects it.
He may say, “Genotype=Xwus albus because of designation by Smith
1910,” or he may say, “In 1910 Smith stated that the genotype is
Xus albus.” Since it has sometimes happened that the later writer
has misquoted the earlier one and no such citation was made, it is
necessary to decide whether this quotation by the later author will
itself be accepted as type fixation.

It has been claimed that any statement about a prior genotype
designation itself constitutes a designation. This leads to several ab-
surdities. If a writer lists all the attempts at fixation by earlier
workers, as in the present work, and rejects all but one of them, it
cannot reasonably be held that he is citing all the various names as
genotypes. Again, a legally unacceptable attempt at fixation, such
as the use of the word “example” instead of “type,” cannot be legalized
by the mere quotation of it. And if a writer quotes a previous citation
and demonstrates that it is unacceptable, he would nevertheless under
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this view have himself repeated the designation while at the same time
proving that it is unacceptable.

It is therefore concluded that it is necessary to distinguish between
acceptance and rejection of the earlier citation by the later writer.
If the later writer accepts the citation, he will be credited with fixation
if the earlier writer did not in fact make one. But if the later writer
rejects the citation or fails to accept it, he does not thereby make a
new citation of that same species. For example, if a writer says,
“The genotype is Xus albus because of designation by Jones in 1842,”
and it can be shown that Jones did not make an acceptable designation,
the fact still remains that the later writer states that “the genotype is
Xus albus,” and this is therefore acceptable as an attempt at designa-
tion. On the other hand, if the later writer had said, “The designation
of Xus albus by Jones in 1842 is not acceptable,” he would not thereby
be making a designation.

This implies that it is necessary to judge in each case whether the
jater writer accepted the earlier citation or not. Although this may
appear to be a difficult thing to determine, no case has yet come to
Lkand that presented this difficulty. It is usually easy to determine
whether the later writer makes a definite statement about the type
(with erroneous reasons) or merely quotes someone else.

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPLES

1. The first valid genotype determination is the fixation.

2. A genus is monobasic if the original author included only one
species as such; it is polybasic if he included more than one species
from his point of view.

3. Monotypy is an acceptable form of “designation” under Axticle
30.

4. All generic, subgeneric, and synonymic names are treated alike
as to genotype fixation, except that a genus can be effectively mono-
basic with several original species if all but one were there placed in
other subgencra.

5. The first fixation for any of two or more objective synonyms fizes
the type for all the others (and for all subsequently proposed ob-
jective synonyms—new names).

METHOD AND ARRANGEMENT

This study includes (1) an alphabetical list of generic names used
in the family Staphylinidae, (2) a systematic list of the changes of
names required by the facts here presented, (3) a list of new names
proposed here for preoccupied names, and (4) a complete bibliogra-
phy of the literature on staphylinid generic names.
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A. LIST OF GENERIC NAMES

Here are listed in alphabetical order all the names applied to genera
and subgenera of Staphylinidae, with all the variations in spelling
that have been found. The status of the name, its genotype history,
its present synonymy (objective and subjective), and any pertinent
facts about its validation or history are given. If the naine is listed as
a genus, its subgenera and synonyms are listed. It it represents a sub-
genus, its own synonymy is given with a reference to the genus. If
it is a synonym, its own history is given with a reference to the genus
or subgenus. If the name is a nomen nudum (a printed name not
validly published under the Rules) its history is cited. If the name
is an error in spelling or an emendation, reference is made to the
accepted spelling form.

1. NAME AND REFERENCE

The name is followed by its author and reference to the original pub-
lication by date and page. (These references can be identified in the
bibliography.) If the first publication is a nomen nudum, the entire
reference is enclosed in parentheses, followed by the first valid refer-
ence. This is followed on the same line by a statement of junior
homonymy and junior synonymy, if any is recognized, in brackets.
For example:

CORYNOCERUS (Dejean, 1883, p. 68; 1837, p. 77; nomen nudum) Eichelbaum,

1915, p. 104. [Synonym of Carpelimus.]

Here the two Dejean uses were invalid; Eichelbaum was the first to
validate the name; and it is listed as a synonym of Carpelimus. All
known references to the nomen nudum are given, to show what part of
its history has been checked. Homonymy would be listed thus: [not
Corynocerus Smith, 1814 ; and Jones, 1898.]

2. STATUS OF NAME

If the generic name was established without inclusion of species, the
reference is followed by a statement to that effect. If it was estab-
lished upon species only, without generic description, this is stated.
The few genera based only on species known as fossils are identified
by the word rossir. in brackets after the reference.

In several of the important early works on Staphylinidae (Graven-
horst, Samouelle, Stephens, etc.) many new names are credited to
other workers from whom the names were received. Gravenhorst
credits several names to Knoch; Samouelle and Stephens credit many
to Kirby and to Leach.

Some later writers continued to credit these names to the manu-
seript author (Leach, Kirby) or to the label author (Knoch), but
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this practice has gradually died out and is now outlawed by the Rules.
All careful modern workers credit these names to the writer who first
validated them under the Rules. This same rule (Article 21), how-
ever, requires that if both a name and its description or validation
are supplied by some other worker, then that worker is the author of
the name. For example, if in an article by Jones there is printed
“Eaous elbus Smith n. sp.,” followed by a description which is signed
at the end “Smith,” the author of aldus is Smith, for he has been
directly credited with both the name and its validating deseription.
The author is often cited as Smith én Jones.

It has apparently escaped notice that in some of the works which
cite manuscript names of other workers there are definite statements
that both the names and the validations were taken from manuscripts
of the other workers. For these names the manuscript author must
be accepted as the author of the name. The following are some of the
works in which such manuseript names are cited for Staphylinidae,
with notes on the actual anthor of the names.

(GRAVENTIORST, 1802, Coleoptera Microptera Brunsvicensia. (Cites Knoch names
but does not credit him with descriptions.)

GRAVENHORST, 1806, Monographia Coleopterorum Micropterorum. (Same as
1802.)

SAMOUELLE, 1819 and 1824, The entomologist’s useful compendium. (Cites Kirby
and Leach names. On page 172, Leach is credited also with the arrangement
and subdivision in the Staphylinidae (which is the validation) of all the
new names. Since apparently the Kirby names were included in the Leach
manuscripts, Leach becomes the author of the new names and of the geno-
type designations.)

DeJyean, 1821, Catalogue de la collection de coléoptéres . .. (Cites names of
Leach, Megerle, ete. but does not credit them with validation—if they are
validated.)

Curris, 1829, A guide to an arrangement of British insects. (Cites Kirby and
Leach names but does not credit the validation to them.)

STEPHENS, 1829a, The nomenclature of British insects. (Cites Kirby and Leach
names but does not credit them with the validating arrangement.)

STEPHENS, 1829b, A systematic catalogue of British insects. (Same as 1829a.)

STEPHENS, 1832-1834, Illustrations of British entomology. (Cites Kirby and
Leach names and on page 99 states: “In the subsequent account of the
contents of this and the three remaining families of the Coleoptera, I have
availed myself of the liberal present from the Rev. W. Kirby of his manu-
script notes and descriptions thereof; though, from having had less expe-
rience in their investigation than that celebrated writer, I greatly fear that,
notwithstanding his elaborate descriptions, I shall fall into error in my
attempted abridgment of them in order to suit the limits of this work, as
I have not sufficient time to reinvestigate them . . .”

DEJEAN, 1833-1837, Catalogue des coléoptéres . . . (Same as 1821.)

All other data under each name are arranged under side headings,
as follows:
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3. GENOTYPE

The full name of the genotype species at the time of fixation is
given, with its author’s name in parenthesis if it was not new in this
genus, and the original genus in parenthesis in the latter case. For
example, under Domene:

Genotype: Domene scabricollis (Erichson) (Lathrobium).

The use of parentheses around the author’s name under these cir-
cumstances is so simple and seems to be so unambiguous in the Rules
that it is a surprise to find how much difficulty can arise in practice.
The Rules do not state why anyone might desire to use parentheses,
but this appears to be the key to a sound interpretation that will cover
all cases.

Only one reason has been put forward as justification for use of
parentheses. In referring back to the original description of the
species, one would normally look for it under the generic name with
which he found it combined. For example, in seeking the original
publication of Zeeus albus White, one would look under Zeeus in
White’s paper or under Zeeus in catalogs and nomenclators. After
exhausting the possibilities under Zeeus, he would conclude that it
must have been originally in a different genus and would start again,
looking for clues to show which genus. If the name had been written
Zeeus albus (White), he would have known at the start that it would
not be found under Zeeus, and he could have commenced at once the
search for the original combination. The parentheses thus serve as
a warning that the original publication was not under the generic
name that it would normally have been expected to be under. No
other justification for use of the parentheses has been suggested to me,
and the following discussion is based on the assumption that this is
its sole use.

The arrangement of scientific names, both in the text of systematic
works and in formal indexes, is almost universally by genera. In the
text it is never by species, but it may be not only by genera but also
by subgenera under the genera. In indexes arrangement is nearly
always by genera, sometimes also by species, and usually not by sub-
genera as such. Nomenclators and catalogs rarely index species
directly, but even when they do so, the species are not indexed under
the subgenera. Therefore, the only thing that can normally be shown
to advantage by the use of parentheses is that the generic name now
being used is not the same as the generic name used in the original.

Therefore, parentheses should be used around the author’s name if
the generic name being used is not the one used (as the genus) in the
original publication of the species name. The use of a subgeneric
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name in the original or at any later time thus has no bearing what-
ever on the use of parentheses.

(A request for ruling on the use of parentheses was sent to the Inter-
national Commission many years ago. It was published in the
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature in August 1945 but has not yet

been acted upon.)
4. FIXATION

The first valid designation or other fixation is listed, giving the refer-
ence and method. For example, under Brachydirus Nordmann, 1837a,
p. 131,

Fized by: Nordmann, 1837a, p. 131, by monotypy.
Under Corynocerus as above,

Fized by: Eichelbaum, 1915, p. 104, through objective synonymy with Tro-
gophloeus, of which corticinus had already been fixed as genotype.

5. LATER CITATIONS

All later citations or attempts at fixation of genotype are listed with
bibliographic references. If the designation was unacceptable for
come reason other than that it was not the first one, that fact is noted.
For example,

Later citations: A. torquatum (Marsham), by Westwood, 1840a, p. 156, not
originally included. A. minutum (Fabricius), by Thomson, 1859, p. 50,
not originally included. A. melanocephalum (Fabricius), by Crotch, 1870,
p. 233.

If there were older but invalid designations, they are listed with
these, but the heading is changed to “Other citations.” In listing the
species cited, the correct form with its original author is used unless
the citation being quoted obviously intended a later use or incorporated
a serious error, in which case the exact form is given in quctation

marks.
6. DISCUSSION

Any necessary explanatory facts about the type fixation or other
citations are given here, such as the identity of the genotype species,
the reason for errcneous designations, and additional details on the

fixation itself.
7. SYNONYMIC HOMONYMS

When a writer publishes a name as new in two or more publications,
confusion is inevitable, for a later person with either paper before
him will think he is using the original publication. Itis very important
to point out these cases. The two names are in a sense separately pub-
lished, yet they are identical. They are therefore homonyms. But
they are also absolute synonyms. By listing them as synonymic
homonyms it is hoped to emphasize the situation as well as the oldest
usage. For example,
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ACANTHONIA Wasmann, 1916a, p. 96.
Synonymic homonyms:
AcaANTHONIA Wasmann, 1916b, p. 192.
ACANTHONIA Wasmann, 1917, p. 272.

In many cases repetition of the name as new was not intentional
but resulted from issuance of reprints or repaged copies. These are
cited in the same manner. There are also many names that were taken
more or less independently by two or more workers from the manu-
scripts of Kirby and of Leach. Only the first published of these
need be accorded a separate status in nomenclature—but the others
form a sort of synonymic homonym and are listed as above, since the
names have often been cited as of the later publication. Slight vari-
ations in spelling, whether intentional or not, have no bearing on this

problem.
8. HOMONYMS BY MISIDENTIFICATION

When a writer uses a generic name for a species that is not con-
generic with the true genotype, it is desirable to point out the true
position of the species involved, and therefore of the misuse of the
generic name. These are listed as follows:

Homonyms by misidentification:
AnTtHOBIUM of Manncrheim, 183la=O0imalium.
AnTHORIUM of Erichson, 1840=Eusphalerum.
ANTHOBIUM of Kraatz, 1858b, part=Abinothum.
ANTHORIUM of Kraatz, 1858b, part=0nibathum.

9. SYNONYMS

Here, in chronological order, are listed all the synonymns, whether
senior or junior, subjective or objective. Where the name is itself an
unaccepted synonym, the list is omitted here but will be found under
the accepted name, to which reference is made, thus: “Synonyms: (See
Platydracus).” The status of the synonyms as to seniority can be
determined by their dates. If they are unacceptable because of
homonymy, that fact is indicated in brackets. Status as subgenera or
emendations is also shown in brackets. All synonyms are subjective
unless otherwise indicated by a statement in brackets, such as: Ob-
jective, subjective-objective (the genotype species are believed to be
the same), new name, isogenotypic, etc. Subgenera are indicated
similarly. TFor example,

ALECCHARA Gravenhorst, 1802, p. 67.
Synonyms:
Porystoma Stephens, 18332, p. 91. [=Emplenota. Not Zeder, 1800.]
CERANOTA Stephens, 1839, p. 351. [Subgenus.]
Funercora Zetterstedt, 1840, p. 78.
EMPLENOTA Casey, 1884, p. 17. [Subgenus.]
CopraTa des Gozis, 1886, p. 12. [Isogenotypic.]
EucHARINA Casey, 1906, p. 165. [=Funda. Not Agassiz, 1560.]
Funpa Blackwelder, new name. [Subgenus.]
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The oldest synonym is Polystoma, which is a junior homonym and
which actually applies to one of the subgenera (Emplenota). Fungi-
cola is the oldest name that is synonymous with Aleockara in the re-
stricted sense, but Copiata is the oldest objective synonym. The
individual synonymies of these names will be found in their place in
the text, where, for example, Emplenota has Polystoma listed as a
synonym, with a reference also to Aleochara.

In the case of the old genus Atheta (now Ischnopoda), where there
are more than 150 synonyms, the names are arranged in alphabetical
order to facilitate finding them. The oldest synonyms are the eleven
names proposed in 1858 by Thomson, including A¢ieta.

The old genus Zyras (previously M yrmedonia and now Bolitochara)
has 67 synonyms, which are again listed alphabetically for conven-
ience. The oldest synonyms of Bolitochara are Zyras Stephens, March
1835, Pella Stephens, April 1835, and Acanthoglossa and Termidonia
Motschulsky, 1860a.

In all, two principal categories of synonyms are included: Sub-
jective synonyms (including subgenera and all senior or junior syn-
onyms not having the same genotype as the name in question) and
objective synonyms (including new names, isogenotypic synonyms,
and emendations). Subjective-objective synonyms are those which
are objective synonyms so long as the two genotype species are believed
to be the same; they belong in the first group, since the objectivity
is based on a subjective premise.

10. EMENDATIONS

Emendations are also listed in the synonyms. They may be defined
as spelling changes that were originally stated to be intentional or
can be demonstrated to be so in the original. They have separate
status and are objective synonyms of the original spelling. They are
available as replacement, if needed.

11. VARIANT SPELLINGS

Here are listed all the variations in spelling, whether original or
subsequent, intentional or not, typographical error or lapsus calami.
The lapsus calamorum are identified by the word “lapsus” in brackets.
Emendations are also indicated. Reference to the first use of each
spelling is given, but often these references are given in footnotes
rather than in the bibliography. When a particular emendation has
been independently made by more than one person, it is repeated, but
errors are listed only once, with the reference to the first known occur-
rence. In some cases a name has been respelled with no direct evi-
dence of intent to emend. These are listed as errors, even though a
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later writer may have shown intent in making the same respelling.
Both are listed in such cases.

12. NOTES

Any other remarks on the validation of the genus, its authorship,
date, or spelling, or its use by later workers are made under this
heading.

B. APPENDIX OF DOUBTFUL GENERA

An ArreENDIX to this list of generic names is used for those names
that have been placed in the Staphylinidae by some workers but which
may not belong there. These names are inserted in the main text in
their proper order, but with only a reference to the Appendix. There
they are treated in the same manner as described above, except that in
some cases the history may not be as complete, owing to the fact that
they have been at times treated separately from the Staphylinidae in
literature that would likely not have been seen.

Included here are names that have recently been removed from the
Staphylinidae, such as Cephaloplectus,; names that have only occasion-
ally been transferred to the family, such as Brathinus; names whose
family position is still in question, such as /nopeplus.

C. SYSTEMATIC LIST OF CHANGES

Because the genotype fixations listed in the first section made neces-
sary a large number of name changes, some of considerable complexity,
it is necessary to tabulate these against the usage of some standard
reference work. The work used is the combined catalog of Bernhauer,
Schubert, and Scheerpeltz in the Coleopterorum Catalogus of Junk
and Schenkling.

A complete list of the generic names in this work in systematic order
(as there shown) is arranged in the left-hand column with the new
status of each name shown in the right-hand column.

D. LIST OF NEW NAMES PROPOSED HEREIN

No comment needed.
E. BIBLIOGRAPHY

See explanatory remarks at the beginning of the Bibliography.
A RECENT PAPER BY BORGMEIER

A recent paper by Father Borgmeier entitled “Neue Gattungen
und Arten termitophiler Staphyliniden aus Brasilien . . .” was re-
ceived while the present work was in galley proof. The four new
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genera have been inserted in their proper place, but the citations of
genotypes for other generic names could not be so handled. They
are listed below:

Page 638—

Abroteles Casey, A. beaunionti Casey.

Autuoria Silvestri, 4. elegantula Silvestri.
Blapticorenus Mann, B. brunneus Mann.
Callopsenius Wasmann, C. clavicornis (Wasmann).
Corotoca Schigdte, €. melantho Schigdte.
Eburniogaster Seevers, H. termnitocolus Seevers.
Pbvurniola Mann, E. leucogaster Mann.
Eunannodes Silvestri, E. reconditi Silvestri.
Fonsechellus Silvestri, F. diversicolor Silvestri.
Macrognathellus Silvestri, M. paraguayensis Silvestri.
Bacrotrichurus Silvestri, M. brasiliensis Silvestri.
Megazenistusa Seevers, M. rhinotermitis Seevers.
Mormellus Silvestri, 3. bicolor Silvestri.

Nannellus Silvestri, N. anoplotermitis Silvestri.
Neotermitogaster Seevers, N. colonus Seevers.
Oecidiophilus Silvestri, 0. mimellus Silvestri.
Paratermitosocius Seevers, P. vestitus (Mann).

Page 639—

Parvidolum Silvestri, P. microsomatis Silvestri.
Perinthus Casey, P. dudleyanus Casey.

Perlinctus Silvestri, P. quaesitus Silvestri.
Philotermes Kraatz, P. pilosus Kraatz.

Poduroides Mann, P. bgvingi Mann.

Ptocholellus Silvestri, P. mimus Silvestri.
Lhinotermopsenius Seevers, IX. saltatorius Seevers.
Spirachthe Schigdte, S. eurymedusa Schigdte.
Termitocola Seevers, T. cylindricornis Seevers,
Termitocolonus Seevers, T'. ericiogaster Seevers.
Termitocomes Seevers, T. wasmanni Seevers.
Termitogaster Casey, T. insolens Casey.
Termitohospes Seevers, T'. miricorniger Seevers.
Termitoiceus Silvestri, T. anastrephoproctus Silvestri.
Termitoides Seevers, T. marginatus Seevers.
Termitomorpha Wasmann, 7. meinerti Wasmann.
Termitonannus Wasmann, 7. schmalzi Wasmann,

Page 640—

Termitonicus Mann, T. mahout dann.
Termitonidia Seevers, T. lunata Seevers.
Termitophagus Silvestri, 7. synterminus Silvestri.
Termitophya Wasmann, 7. heyeri Wasmann,
Termitoplus Silvestri, 7'. grandis Silvestri.
Termitopsenius Wasmann, 7'. limulus Wasmann.
Termitosaurus Silvestri, 7. insinuatus Silvestri.
Termitosius Silvestri, 7. pauciscta Silvestri.
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Termitosocius Seevers, 7', microps Seevers.
Termitosodulis Seevers, 1. barticae Seevers.
Termitospcctrum Mann, T. thoracicum Mann,
Termitozophilus Silvestri, 7. lactus Silvestri.
Thaxteria Fenyes, T. insularis Fenyes.
Thyreoxenus Mann, T. parviceps Mann,
Timeparthenus Silvestri, 7. regius Silvestri.
Trachopeplus Mann, 7. setosus Mann.

Page 641—

Xenogaster Wasmann, X, inflata Wasmann.
Xenopclta Mann, X. cornuta Mann,

There are no new designations among these and no erroneous cita-
tions. It may be noted that Borgmeier has not cited genotypes for
subgenera or synonyms, an omission which is of less significance in
this group of names than it would be in other parts of the family.

SPECIAL COMMENT ON TOTTENHAM’'S RECENT PAPER

As the present work was completed and being prepared for publica-
tion, there appeared Part 9 of “The Generic Names of British Insects.”
This part is on the Staphylinidae and is by the Rev. C. E. Tottenham.
It 1s undoubtedly a most important paper on genotypes of Staphy-
linidae, although much of it has been anticipated in a series of papers
by Tottenham from 1939 to 1949.

There are several commendable features embodied in this paper.
First, the bibliographic work is on a standard far above that of most
work on the family. 'This alone serves to correct many long-standing
errors in names. Much of this is due to the help of ¥. J. Griffin, who
has long ranked as an outstanding bibliographer. Second, in general,
Tottenham has not been afraid to make the changes indicated by his
discoveries; he has not insisted on retaining names merely because
they are well-established and familiar. And third, he has documented
his citations for the benefit of other workers and has discussed cases
of previous error or confusion.

Unfortunately, there are also some features of less desirable nature.
There are only a few sentences of explanation of the principles by
which the author governed his decisions; he fails to live up to his
introductory statement that systematic work is beyond the scope of
the paper, since he employs systematic status as a major factor in his
genotype citations; he follows the implications of the editorial notes
in the reissue of Opinion 1; and he falls into the same error for which
he has criticized others—of being unfamiliar with several major
sources of type fixations in this family.

Because of the advanced state of the present manuseript when Tot-
tenham’s paper was received, and becanse of the great amount of space

892643—52——3
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that would be involved, it has been impossible to deal with this work
in exactly the same manner as with all previous ones. The following
plan has therefore been followed: (1) All Tottenham’s type citations
have been entered in the nsual manner; (2) any changes are made
that are required by previously unrecognized faets brought out by
him; (3) discussions are added wherever necessary to explain unusual
cases; but (4) the discussion of Tottenham’s methods, sourees, and
arguments are colleeted in the following paragraphs and are not
repeated under the individual cases.

For example, the name Megarthrus is eredited to Stephens (1829).
A previous usage by Curtis is ignored because it is thought to be
invalid. In my text, Tottenham’s citation is listed as erroneous, but
no explanation is made. The explanation will be found below.

A. The most important point in whieh Tottenham’s practice differs
from mine is the manner of eiting the genotype speeies. We appar-
ently agree that the genotype is a species, but Tottenham believes
that that species can be cited under any name that has been applied to
it. He cites the type of Bledius as tricornis (Hbst.) (p. 364). DBut
tricornis was not originally ineluded. Tottenham believes that the
single original species (aterrimaus) is conspecifie with ¢ricornis, and he
therefore cites the type species under the latter name. This is not
an uncommon praetiee in citing genotypes, but it is one that leads to the
ridiculous situation of having to change the nominal genotype with
changes in the nomenclature of a species. Citation of the genotype
under the name used in the original is the only method that guaran-
tees stability of name as well as of species. The subjeetive synonymy
can be readily indieated in addition.

Tottenham has not been entirely consistent in this regard. On page
363 the type of Bledius is listed as: “Staphylinus tricornis Herbst
1784 (= Owytelus armatus Panzer, 1799).” On page 364 this same
type is listed as: “Staphylinus tricornis Herbst, 1784.” It is clear
that Tottenham considers the citation of the original name in sy-
nonymy as desirable (or even essential) but is willing to cite a type
by a later name alone.

This type of citation is not aeeepted here as fixation unless the
specifie synonymy is objeetive. It is held that to be unambiguous, a
designation must be of an ineluded species under the name by which
it was included.

This principle is also the basis for the present writer’s refusal to ac-
cept most eases of supposed misidentified genotype. Xxeept for a
possible misspelling or lapsus, it is impossible to misidentify a name.

B. The idea that a genotype designation can be disregarded or
changed because of a supposition that the designator misunderstood
the species he was eiting is entirely incompatible with stability of
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generic names. This problem is discussed in the general Introduction
above. The determination of the genotype of a genus can be made
solely by examination of the original work (in some cases) or the
original and all subsequent works (in other cases). It is often a diffi-
cult problem and should not be made more difficult by injection of
opinions on what the designator may have thought, what specimens
he may have examined, or what other works he may have been in-
fluenced by.

C. During the past 25 years there has been an increasing tendency
to accept as validly published generic names which were accompanied
only by lists of species. Tt has been recognized that these lists actually
give a better understanding of the author’s concept of the genus than
many a poor description. This acceptance was given a great impetus
in 1928 by the adoption by the International Congress of Zoology at
Budapest of an amendment to Article 25 of the Rules which specifically
made 1t impossible affer 1930 to establish a new genus on a list of
species alone, unless a genotype was designated. This strengthened
the view that in the case of writers before 1931 such establishient was
possible. Accordingly names proposed in such works as the catalogs
of Dejean have found wide acceptance in recent works.

It was therefore exceedingly unfortunate that in the republishing
of Opinion 1 of the International Commission, there were appended
some unoflicial notes by Francis Hemming stating that these generic
names can be accepted only if accompanied by a single species (amount-
ing to a type fixation). This view has been strongly opposed, and at
best it is merely a personal opinion. Tottenham has chosen to follow
it but has added a special interpretation of what “inclusion of but a
single species” means. If a catalog generic name was published over
a list of three previously published species, Tottenham labels the genus
monobasic if Ze considers that the three are conspecific. He cites the
(monobasic) type by the oldest available name for this species—per-
haps a name different from any of the three.

D. There are a good many names which were originally proposed
for groups of species that had been included by earlier authors erro-
neously in still earlier genera. These are new genera, because the
group of species has not previously been named. Tt is not uncommon
to label these as new names—replacement names for the misapplication
of the older name. For example, Cotysops Tottenham, 1939, new name
for Hesperophilus Thomson, 1859 (not Curtis, 1829). This is very
misleading, for it implies that Cotysops is an objective synonym of
Hesperophilus Thomson, which is a junior homonym of Hesperophilus
Curtis. Ttimplies further that the genotype of Cotysops will probably
be determined by a prior fixation for Hesperophilus Thomson. How-
ever, Thomson did not propose any name Hesperophilus. He merely
assigned to Hesperophilus Curtis some species that Tottenham does
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not believe belong there, or, as in this case he cited as genotype a species
that is believed by Tottenham to be generically distinct from the true
genotype of Hesperophilus Curtis.

This use, or misuse, by Thomson of the name Hesperophilus Curtis
is not a separately validated name but merely a misapplication of an
older one. To say that it has a genotype is nonsense, and to claim that
its genotype automatically becomes the genotype of a later name for
the segregate genus is compounding the nonsense.

The following “new names” of Tottenham are in this category:
Bobitobus ( Boletobius auct.), Chyusata (Tachyusa auct.), Cotysops
(Hesperophilus auct.), Craetopyerus (Platysthetus auct.), Hypony-
grus (Gyrohypus auct.), Lepla (Myrmedonia auct.), Lomechusoides
(Lomechusa auct.), Onibathum (Anthobium auct.), Pischnopoda
(Ischnopoda auct.), Schinomosa (Mycetoporus auct.), and Sedo-
moma (Bessopora auct.). These are all new genera, not merely new
names. They are all acceptably published, since they have references
to generic descriptions as well as genotype fixations. The latter are
acceptable since Tottenham states what the types are, even though his
stated explanations of why he thinks so are based on misconceptions.

GENERIC NAMES OF STAPHYLINIDAE

ABABACTUS Sharp, 1885, p. 533. [Subgenus of Ochthephilum.]
Genotype: Ababactus depressus Sharp.
Fized by: Lucas, 1920, p. 66, by subsequent designation.
Later citations: A. depressus Sharp, by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117 ; 1943, p. 331.
Synonyms: (See Ochthephilum).
Notes: The present disposition of this name is based on the study by Black-
welder (1939).
ABEMUS Mulsant and Rey, 1876b, p. 242. [Subgenus of Platydracus.]
Genotype: Abemus chloropterus (Panzer) (Staphylinus).
Fized by : Blackwelder, 1943, p. 443, by subsequent designation,
Synonymic homonyms :
Apemus Mulsant and Rey, 1887a, p. 98.
Synonyms: (See also Platydracus).
PARABEMUS Reitter, 1909, p. 118.
Notes : This has previously been listed as a subgenus of Staphylinus.
ABINOTHUM Tottenham, 1939a, p. 225. [Subgenus of Eusphaterunt.]
Genotype: Abinothum longipenne (Erichson) (Anthobium).
Fized by: Tottenham, 1939a, p. 225, by original designation and monotypy.
Discussion: Anthobium longipenne Erichson was antedated by Authobium
longipenne Stephens, but the latter appears to have been a manuscript
name which was never validated.
Synonyms: (See Euspkalerum).
ABLETOBIUM Casey, 1905, p. 79. [Subgenus of Lathrobium.]
Genotype: Abletobium pallescens Casey.
Fized by : Casey, 1905, p. 79, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. pallescens Casey, by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 109; 1943,
p. 307.
Synonyms: (See Lathrobium).
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ABOCHARA [Error for Aleochara].
ABROTELES Casey, 1889, p. 190.

Genotype: Abroteles beawmonti Casey.

Fired by : Casey, 1889, p. 191, by monotypy.

Later eitations: A. beaumonti Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.

ACALOPHAENA Sharp, 1886b, p. 554.

Genotype: Acalophacna basalis (Lynch) (Calophaena).

Fized by : Sharp, 188Gb, p. 554, through objective synonymy with Calophacna,
of which basalis had already been fixed as genotype.

Later citations: A. basalis (Lynch), by Casey, 1905, p. 146. A. angulata
( Erichson), by Lucas, 1920, p. 67, an error for angularis, which was doubt-
fully included originally. A. basalis (Lynch), by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117.
(See also Calophacna.)

Synonyms :

CALOPHAENA Lynch, 1884, p. 267. [Objective. Not Klug, 1821.]
ACAMATOTERAS Reichensperger, 1936a, p. 189. [Synonym of Diplocciion.]

Genotype: Acamatoteras manni Reichensperger.

Fized by: Reichensperger, 1936a, p. 1890, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Diplocciton).

ACAMATOXENUS Mann, 1923, p. 76.

Genotype: Acamatorenus suavis Mann,

Fired by: DMann, 1925, p. 76, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations: A. suavis Mann, by Borgmeier, 1949, p. 102.

ACAMATUSINA Bruch, 1930a, p. 18. [Synonym of Leptanillophilus.]

Genotype: Acamatusinag inopintta Bruch.

Fized by: Bruch, 1930a, p. 20, by menotypy.

Synonyms: (See Leptanillophilus).

Notes: Only three years after the publication of this genus Bruch relegated
it to synonymy under Leptanillophilus. This was immediately confirmed
by Borgmeier.

ACAMATUSINELLA Bruch, 1931, p. 16.

Genotype: Aeamatusinella globuliventris Bruch.

Fized by: Bruch, 1931, p. 16, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations: A. globuliventris Bruch, by Borgmeier, 1949, p. 102.

ACANTHASTILBUS Cameron, 1939¢, p. 548.

Genotype: Acanthastilbus andrewesianus Cameron.

Pired by: Cameron, 193%e, p. 548, by monotypy.

ACANTHOCKNEMIDONIA Bernhauer, 1936d, p. 265. [Subgenus of Bolitochara.}

Genotype: Acanthocnemidonia miricauda (Bernhauer) (Zyras).

Fired by : Bernhauer, 1936d, p. 265, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).

ACANTHODONIA Bruch, 1923, p. 184.

Genotype: Acanthodonia argentina Bruch,

Iized by : DBruch, 1923, p. 184, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. argentina Bruch, by Borgmeier, 1949, p. 102.

Notes: Not preoccupied by Acanthodonia McLachlan, 1875, error for
Acanthoclonia Stil.

ACANTHOGLOSSA Kraatz, 1859, p. 144. [Not Motschulsky, 1860, below.]

Genotype: Acanthoglossa hirta Kraatz.

Fized by: Lucas, 1920, p. 68, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. hirta Kraatz. by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117.
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ACANTHOGLOSSA Kraatz—Continued
Synonyms :

Ceri118Us Fauvel, 1872, p. 134. [Not Rafinesque, 1813.]
EoMEDON Sharp, 1889, p. 319.
CYCcLODESIA Bernhauer, 1937¢, p. 601 [Subgenus.]

ACANTHOGLOSSA Motschulsky, 1860a, p. 8S. [Junior homonym of Acantho-

glossa Kraatz, 1859. Synonym of Glossacantha.]
Genotype: Acanthoglossa badia Motschulsky.
Fized by : Fenyes, 1918, p. 20, by subsequent designation.
Synonyms: (See Glossacantha).
ACANTHONIA Wasmann, 1916a, p. 96. [Junior homonym of Acanthonia
Haeckel, 1881, and Popofsky, 1904. Synonym of Gapia.]
Genotype: Acanthonia gigantca Wasmann.
Figed by : Wasmann, 1916a, p. 96, by monotypy.
Synonymic homonyms :
AcantHONIA Wasmann, 1916b, p. 192,
AcanNtHONIA Wasmann, 1917, p. 272.
Synonyms: (See Gapia).

ACANTHONUCHUS (Zischka, 1949, p. 21).

Notes: This is a manuscript name of Scheerpeltz, quoted by Zischka with
one manuscript trivial name.

ACANTHOPHAENA Cameron, 1934, p. 23. [Subgenus of Gyrophaena.l
Genotype: Acanthophaena appendiculata (Motschulsky) (Gyrophaena).
Fized by: Blackwelder, here, by subsequent designation.

Synonyms: (See Gyrophacna).
Notes: This name was not validated under the strict interpretation of re-
vised Article 25 of the Rules, but it is accepted here.

ACHELIUM [Error for Achenium].

ACHENINM [Error for Achenium].

ACHENIUM Leach, 1819, p. 172.

Genotype: Achenium depressum (Gravenhorst) (Lathrobium).

Fized by: Leach, 1819, p. 172, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations: A. depressum (Gravenhorst), by Leach, 1824, p. 172; by
Curtis, 1826, pl. 115; by Westwood, 1838a, p. 16; by Shuckard, 1839, p.
106 ; by Curtis, 1840, pl. 115; by Crotch, 1870, p. 233, A humile (Nicolai),
by Lucas, 1920, p. 69, not originally included. A. humile (Nicolai) = A.
depressum Curtis (not Gravenhorst), by Koch, 1937a, p. 87, not originally
included. A depressum (Gravenhorst), by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117; by
Tottenham, 1949b, p. 368.

Synonymic homonyms:

AcHENTUM Curtis, 1826, pl. 115,

AcaeNiuMm Curtis, 1829, p. 26.

AcHENIUM Stephens, 1829a, p. 23.

AcHENIUM Stephens, 1829b, p. 286.

AcHENIUM Mannerheim, 1831a, p. 452.

AcHENIUM Stephens, 1832, p. 200, 265.
Synonyms :

CHINACHENIUM Koch, 1937a, p. 57. [Subgenus.]

MicracHENTUM Koch, 19372, p. 154. [Subgenus.]
Variant spellings :

AcHELIUM Dejean, 1833, p. 64.

AcueNinM Fauvel, 1885b, p. 177.
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ACHENIUM Leach—Continued
Variant spellings—Continued
AcHENIUS Chenu and Desmarest, 1857, p. 39.
AcHENNIUM Raffray, 1873, p. 362.*
ARCHENIUM Nordmann, 18373, p. 6.
AvucHeENIUM Motschulsky, 1858, p. 645. ¢

Notes: Koch (1937a) apparently believes that this is a case of misidentified
genotype.

ACHENIUS [Error for Achenium].
ACHENNIUM |[Error for Achenium].
ACHENOMORPHUS Motschulsky, 1858, p. 647.

Genotype: Achenomorphus columbicus Motschulsky.

Fized by : Motschulsky, 1858, p. 647, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. columbicus Motschulsky, by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117

Synonyins :

ApEROCHARTS Sharp, 1886b, p. 552. [Subgenus.]
PANscorArUs Sharp, 1889, p. 262, [Subgenus.]
DorocHARIS Blackwelder, 1939, p. 99. [Subgenus.]

Notes: The present disposition of this name is based on the study by Black-

welder (1939).
ACHENQPSIS Fauvel, 1900b, p. 70.

Genotype: Achenopsis inaequalis Fauvel.

Fized by: Lucas, 1920, p. 69, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. inacquaelis Fauvel, by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117.

ACHETA [Error for Athcta].
ACHROMATA [Error for Achromotal.
ACHROMOTA Casey, 1893, p. 300. [Synonym of Isclinopoda.]

Genotype: Achromota fusiformis Casey.

Fized by: Casey, 1893, p. 300, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations: A. fusiformis Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.

Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).

Variant spcllings :

AcHROMATA Waterhouse and Sharp, 1902, p. 4.2
ACIDOTA Stephens, 1829a, p. 25.

Genotype: Acidota crenate (IFabricius) (Staphylinus).

Fized by : Westwood, 1838a, p. 18, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. crenata (Fabricius), by Shuckard, 1839, p. 91; by Dupon-
chel, 1841D, p. 82; by Thomson, 1859, p. 51. A. cruentata Mannerheim, by
Lucas, 1920, p. 70, not originally included. A. crenata (Fabriciug), by
Tottenham, 1949b, p. 357.

Discussion: The designation of cruentata can be accepted only through the
subjective synonymy of cruentata and rufa (Gravenhorst), which was
originally included.

Synonymic honmonyms :

AcipoTA Stephens, 1829b, p. 298.
Acipota Dillwyn, 1829, p. 71.
Acipora Mannerheim, 1831, p. 424.
Actpora Dejean, 1833, p. 69.
Actpora Kirby, 1834, p. 357.

Synonyms:

Heropruym Gistel, 1834, p. 9. [Isogenotypic.]

1 Rev. Mag. Zool., ser. 3, vol. 1.
2 Index zoologicus . . ., London.
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ACIDOTA Stephens—Continued
Variant spellings :
Aciporata Deville, 1914. p. 560.°
Arrpora Deville, 1914, p. 510.°
ACIDOTATA [Error for Acidota].
ACNICTONIA [Error for denictonial.
ACRAEOCERUS [Error for Araeocerus].
ACRIMAEA [Error for Acrimeal.
ACRIMEA Casey, 1911, p. 14.
Q@enotype: Acrimea resecta Casey.
Fized by: Fenyes, 1918, p. 20, by subsequent designation, as “Acrimaea.”
Later citations: A. resecta Casey, by Lucas, 1920, p. 71.
Yariant spellings :
AcriMAEA Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.
ACROCYUSA Bernhauer, 1930b, p. 202. [Subgenus of Ocyusa.]
Qenotype: Acrocyusa grandicornis (Bernhauer) (Ocyusa).
I'ized by: Bernhauer, 1930b, p. 202, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Ocyusa).
ACROGNATHUS Erichson, 1839a, p. 607. [Junior homonym of Acrognathus
Agassiz, 1836. Synonym of Manda.]}
Genotype: Acrognathus mandibularis (Gyllenhal) (Omalium).
Fized by: Duponchel, 1841a, p. 57, by subsequent designation.
Later citations: A. mandibularis (Gyllenhal), by Thomson, 1859, p. 45; by
Lucas, 1920, p. 71; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 359.
Synonyms: (See Manda).
Variant spellings:
ACROGNATUS Kiesenwetter et al, 1849, p. 24.
ACROGNATUS [Error for Acrognathus].
ACROLOCHA Thomson, 1858, p. 38.
Genotype: Acrolocha striata (Gravenhorst) (Omalium).
Fiwed by: Thomson, 1858, p. 38, by monotypy.
Later citations : 4. striate (Gravenhorst), by Thomson, 1859, p. 50 ; by Lucas,
1920, p. 72; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 354.
ACRONATA [Error for Acrotona].
ACRONITA [Error for Acrotonal.
ACRONOTA [Error for Acrotonal.
ACROSLIBA [Error for Acrostibal.
ACROSTIBA Thomson, 1858, p. 32.
Genotype: Acrostiba borealis Thomson.
Fized by : Thomson, 1858, p. 32, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. borealis Thomson, by Thomson, 1859, p. 36; by Fenyes,
1918, p. 20.
Bynonymic homonyms:
AcrosTiBA Thomson, 1859, p. 36.
Acrostiza Thomson, 1861, p. 11.
Variant spellings :
AcrosriBa Bernhauer, 1933a, p. 48.
AcrosTIcA Zoological Record, 1933 (1934), p. 200.
ACROSTICA [Error for Acrostibe].

3 Cat. Crit. Coleoptera Corse, 573 pp. Caen.
4 Cat. Coleoptera Europae, ed. 3, 89 pp. Koenigsberg.
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ACROSTILICUS Hubbard, 1896, p. 299.
Genotype: Acrostilicus hospes Hubbard.
Fized by : Hubbard, 1896, p. 299, by monotypy.
Later citations : A. hospes Hubbard, by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117.
ACROSTOMA [Error for Acrotonal.
ACROTHORACONIA Bernhauer, 1934a, p. 216. [Subgenus of Bolitochara.)
Genotype : Acrothoraconia mombassana (Bernhauer) (Zyras).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1934a, p. 216, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).
ACROTONA Thomson, 1859, p. 38. [Synonym of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype : Acrotona aterrima (Gravenhorst) (4leochara).
Fized by : Thomson, 1859, p. 38, by original designation and monotypy.
Later citations: A. atcrrima (Gravenhorst), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20; by Not-
man, 1920, p. 727. A. fungi (Gravenhorst), by Scheerpeltz, 1929b, p. 245;
1934, p. 1634; not originally included. A. aterrima (Gravenhorst), by
Tottenham, 1949b, p. 395.
Discussion: Apparently most writers have overlooked the fact that this genus
was validated in 1859 with a single species included.
Synonymic homonyms:
AcroToNA Thomson, 1861, p. 35.
Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).
Variant spellings:
AcroNaTA Mulsant and Rey, 1874d. p. 197.
AcroNITA Mulsant and Rey, 1874d, p. 193.
AcrovoTa Mulsant and Rey, 1874d, p. 201.
AcrosToMA Gibson and Criddle, 1920, p. (8).° [Not Le Sauvage, 1827.]
ACRULEA [Error for Acrulial.
ACRULIA Thomson, 1858, p. 38.
Genotype: Acrulia inflata (Gyllenhal) (Omalium).
Fized by : Thomson, 1858, p. 38, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. inflata (Gyllenhal), by Thomson, 1859, p. 50; by Lucas,
1920, p. 72; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 354.
Synonymic homonyms:
AcrurLia Thomson, 1859, p. 50.
Acruria Thomson, 1861, p. 199.
Variant spellings :
ACRULEA Johansen, 1914, p. 608.°
ACTECHARIS [Error for Actocharis].
ACTICOLA Cameron, 1944e, p. 618.
Qenotype : Acticola falklandica Cameron.
Fizred by : Cameron, 1944e, p. 618, by original designation and monotypy.
ACTINUS Fauvel, 18784, p. 250.
Genotype: Actinus imperialis Fauvel.
I'ized by : Fauvel, 1878d, p. 250, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. imperialis Fauvel, by Lucas, 1920, p. 73.
ACTOBIUS Fauvel, 1876a, p. 257. [Synonym of Erichsonius.]
Genotype: Actobius cincrascens (Gravenhorst) (Staphylinus).
Fized by . Lucas, 1920, p. 73, by subsequent designation.
Later citations: A. cinerascens (Gravenhorst), by Tottenham, 1939, p. 228;
by Blackwelder, 1943, p. 440 ; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 371.

650th Ann. Rep. Ent. Soc. Ontario.
¢ Danmarks Rovbiller . . ., 663 pp. Kgbenhavn.
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ACTOBIUS Fauvel—Continued
Synonymic homonyms ;
AcroBIiUs Fauvel, 1876b, p. 72.
Synonyms: (See Erichsonius).
Notes: This name was proposed as a replacement for Frichsonius Fauvel,
under the erroneous belief that the latter was a junior homonym of Erich-
sonia Westwood, 1849.
ACTOCHARINA Bernhauer, 1907h, p. 185.
Genotype: Actocharina leptotyphloides (Bernhauer) (Atheta).
Fized by: Bernhauer, 1907b, p. 185, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. leptotyphloides (Bernhauer), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.
ACTOCHARIS Sharp, 1870, p. 279.
Genotype: Actocharis readingii Sharp.
Fired by: Sharp, 1870, p. 279, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. readingii Sharp, by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 360.
Synonyns:
Acrocrarrs Fauvel, 1871, p. 19. [Subjective-objective.]
Variant spellings :
ActeEcHARTS Fowler, 1888, p. 150.
ACTOCHARIS Fauvel, 1871, p. 19. [Junior homonym of .dctocharis Sharp, 1870.
Synonym of Actocharis Sharp.]
GQenotype: Actocharis marine Fauvel.
Fizred by : Fauvel, 1871, p. 19, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. marina Fauvel, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20; by Lucas, 1920,
p. 73.
Synonyms: (See Actocharis Sharp.)
Notes: A. marina and A. readingii Sharp are synonyms. This is a case of
true independent synonymic homonymy of the generic names.
ACTOPHYLLA Bernhauer, 1908d, p. 333. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype: Actophylla varendorfi (Bernhauer) (Atheta).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 19084, p. 333, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. varendorffi (Bernhauer), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20; by
Scheerpeltz, 1929b, p. 245 ; 1934, p. 1637.
Synonymns: (See Ischnopoda).
ACTOSUS Mulsant and Rey, 1872b, p. 201. [Subgenus of Phytosus.]
Genotype: Actosus nigriventris (Chevrolat) (Myrmedonia).
Fized by : Casey, 1893, p. 371, by subsequent designation.
Later citations : A. balticus (Kraatz), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20; by Tottenham,
1949b, p. 385.
Synonymic homonyms:
-Acrosus Mulsant and Rey, 1872¢, p. 300.
Acrosus Mulsant and Rey, 1873a, p. 90 [as 234].
Synonyms: (See Phytosus).
ACULOPHORUS [Error for Acylophorus].
ACYLOPHORUS Nordmann, 1837a, p. 127.
Genotype: Acylophorus ahrensii Nordmann.
Fized by : Blackwelder, 1943, p. 466, by subsequent designation.
Other citations: A. glabricollis (Boisduval and Lacordaire), by Thomson,
1859, p. 26, not originally included. A. glaberrimus (Herbst), by Lucas,
1920, p. 73; by Bierig, 1938a, p. 123 ; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 377 ; not origi-
nally included.
Discussion: The designations of glabricollis and glaberrimus could be ac-
cepted only through the subjective synonymy of these with ahrensii.
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ACYLOPHORUS Nordmann—Continued
Synonymic homonyms :
AcyrLopHORUS Nordmann, 1837b, p. 127.
Synonyms :
RHEYGMACERA Motschulsky, 1845, p. 40.
NEOACYLOPHORUS Bierig, 1938a, p. 123. [ Subgenus.]
PARrRACYLOPHORUS Bierig, 1938a, p. 123. [Subgenus.]
INDOACYLOPHORUS Bierig, 1938a, p. 123. [Subgenus.]
Variant spellings :
AcvrorHORUS Nordmann, 1837a, pl. 1.
ANCYLOPHORUS Ifauconnet, 1894, p. 4.7
ACYPUS [Error for Ocypus].
ADDA Fauvel, 1900b, p. 73.
Genotype: Adda aethiopica Fauvel.
Fized by : Fauvel, 1900b, p. 73, by monotypy.
Later citations : A. aethiopica Fauvel, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.
ADELARTHRA Cameron, 1920b, p. 222.
Genotype: Adelarthra varbara Cameron.
Fized by : Cameron, 1920b, p. 222, by monotypy.
ADELOBIUM Nordmann, 1837a, p. 139. [Synonym of Dolicaon.]
Genotype : Adelobium brachypterum Nordmann.
Fized by : Nordmann, 1837a, p. 139, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. brachypterum Nordmann, by Chenu and Desmarest, 1857,
p. 67; by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117.
Synonymic homonyms :
AperLoBrua Nordmann, 1837b, p. 139.
Synonyms: (See Dolicaon).
ADEROBIUM Casey, 1905, p. 28.
Genotype: Aderobium angustifrons (Sharp) (Cryptobium).
Fized by : Casey, 1905, p. 28, by original designation and monotypy.
Later citations: A. angustifrons (Sharp), by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117.
Notes: The present disposition of this name is based on the study by Black-
welder (1939).
ADEROCHARIS Sharp, 1886b, p. 552. [Subgenus of Aelenomorphus.]
Genotype: Aderoeharis corticina (Gravenhorst) (Paederus).
Fized by : Lucas, 1920, p. 75, by subsequent designation.
Later citations: A. corticina (Gravenhorst), by Blackwelder, 1939, p. 117;
1943, p. 250.
Synonyms: (See Aelenomorphus).
Variant spellings :
ANDEROCHARIS Hamilton, 1895, p. 327.°
ANDROCHARA Hamilton, 1895, p. 357.°
Notes: The present disposition of this name is based on the study by Black-
welder (1939).
ADIMOPSIS [Error for Adinopsis].
ADINOPSIS Cameron, 1919b, p. 242.
Genotype: Adinopsis rufobrunnea Cameron.
FPized by: Camercn, 1919b, p. 242, by monotypy.
Variant spellings :
Apimopsis Cameron, 1921b, p. 407.

7 Genera coléoptdres France, 84 pp. Autun.
& Trans. Amer, Ent. Soc., vol. 22,
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ADOTA Casey, 1910a, p. 67. [Subgenus of Iseknopoda.]
Genotype : Adota masscttensis (Casey) (Atheta).
Fized by : Casey, 1910a, p. 67, by original designation.
Later citations: A. masscttensis (Casey), by I'enyes, 1918, p. 20.
Synonyms: (See Isehnopoda).
AEDICHIRUS [Error for Ocdichirus].
AEDODACTYLUS [Error for Ocdodactylus].
AEIDOTA [Error for Acidota].
AEMULUS Gistel, 1834, p. 8. [Synonym of Quedius.]
Genotype: Aemulus fuliginosus {( Gravenhorst) (Staphylinus).
Fized by: Blackwelder, here, by subsequent designation.
Synonyms: (See Quedius).
AENICTOLYPHLUS [Error for Aenictotyphlus].
AENICTONIA (Wasmann, 1900b, p. 403, nomen nudum) Wasmann, 1500a, p. 270.
Genotype: Aenictonia eornigera Wasmann.
Fized by : Wasmann, 1900a, p. 270, by original designation and monotypy.
Later eitations: A. cornigera Wasmann, by Wasmann, 1915a, p. 26; by
Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.
Synonyms :
Pscuporsipea Fauvel, 1904d, p. 285,
ANOMMATOCHARA Wasmann, 1915a, p. 29. [Subgenus.]
ANOMMATONIA Wasmann, 1915a, p. 27. [Subgenus.]
Variant spettings :
AcNicTonNiA Patrizi, 1948, p. 166.
AENICTOTERAS Wheeler, 1932, p. 301.
Genotype:. Aenictoteras ehapmani Wheeler,
Fized by: Wheeler, 1932, p. 302, by original designation and monotypy.
AENICTOTYPHLUS Patrizi, 1947, p. 222,
Genotype: Aenictotyphlus grossii Patrizi.
Fized by : Patrizi, 1947, p. 222, by monotypy.
Variant spellings :
AENICTOLYPHLUS Patrizi, 1947, p. 223.
AEROCNEMUS [Error for Aracocnemus].
AEROSTIBA DBernhauer, 1899b, p. 426. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype: Aerostiba interurbana (Bernhauer) (Atheta).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1899b, p. 426, by monotypy.
Later eitations: A. interurbana Bernhauer, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20; by
Scheerpeltz, 1929b, p. 238; 1934, p. 1602,
Synonyms: (See Isechnopoda).
AETHETA [Error for Atheta].
AEVESTHETUS (Error for Euaesthetus].
AFFINOPTOCHUS Kemner, 1925a, p. 7.
Genotype: Affinoptochus exelusus Kemuer,
Fized by . Kemner, 1925a, p. 12, by monotypy.
AGACERUS Fauvel, 1895b, p. 245.
Genotype: Agacerus pectinatus FFauvel,
Iiged by: F¥auvel, 1895b, p. 245, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. pectinatus Fauvel, by Lucas, 1920, p. T9.
Synonyms :
EuryceErUS Fauvel, 1895b, p. 244. [Not Illiger, 1807.]
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AGACERUS Fauvel—Continued

Notes: Eurycerus was described by Fauvel on page 244 with the species
pectinatus on page 245. Sometime before publication the generic name in
front of the trivial name on page 245 was changed to Agacerus and a foot-
note added that indicates that Agacerus was intended as a replacement
name for the preoccupied FEurycerus. It is hard to see why Fauvel failed
to delete the FEurycerus altogether, since both pages apparently were
published in the same number (August), being still bound in a single
number with original covers in the copy in the Casey Library.

AGAPHYGRA Tottenham, 1949a, p. 78. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]

Genotype: Agaphygra subglabra (Sharp) (Homalota).

Fized by: Tottenham, 1949a, p. 7S, by original designation.

Later citations: A. subglabra (Sharp), by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 393.

Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).

AGARIBIOTA Bierig, 1937b, p. 279. [Subgenus of Ditropalia.]

Genotype: Agaribiota cinctigastra (Bierig) (Bolitochara).

Fired by: Bierig, 1937h, p. 279, by original designation and monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Ditropalia).

AGARICHARA [Error for Agaricochara].
AGARICICOLA [Error for Agaricola].
AGARICOCHARA Kraatz, 1856a, p. 361. [Subgenus of Gyrophaena.)

Genotype: Agaricochara laevicollis (Kraatz) (Gyrophaena).

Fized by : Kraatz, 1856a, p. 361, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. laevicollis (Kraatz), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20. A. latis-
sima (Steplens), by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 383, not originally included.

Synonyms: (See Gyrophaena).

Variant spellings:

AGARICHARA Kraatz, 1862a, p. 298.
AcAricocHARIA LeConte and Horn, 1883, p. 94.
AGARICOCHORA Duvivier, 1883, p. 126.

Notes: This has generally been cataloged as a distinct genus. Several
workers have considered it to be merely a subgenus, and it is probably
not distinct.

AGARICOCHARIA [Error for Agaricochara].
AGARICOCHORA [Error for Agaricochara].
AGARICOLA Gistel, 1834, p. 10. [Synonym of Drusilla.]

Genotype: Agaricola canaliculate (Fabricius) (Staphylinus).

Fired by : Gistel, 1834, p. 10, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Drusilta).

Variant spellings :

AGArIcicoLa Gistel, 1856, p. 387.
AGARICOPHAENA Reitter, 1909, p. 85. [Subgenus of Gyrophaena.]

Genotype: Agaricophaena boleti (Linné) (Staphylinus).

Fired by: Reitter, 1909, p. 85, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. boleti (Linné), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.

Synonyms: (See Gyrophaena).

AGELOSUS Sharp, 1889, p. 110.

Genotype: Agelosus carinatus (Sharp) (Goerius),

Fized by : Sharp, 1889, p. 110, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. carinatus (Sharp), by Lucas, 1920, p. 80.
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AGERODES Motschulsky, 1858, p. 208.

Genotype: Agerodes coeruleus Motschulsky.
Fized by : Motschulsky, 1858, p. 208, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. coerulcus Motschulsky, by Lueas, 1920, p. 80.
Synonyms ;
HYMENEUS Sharp, 1885, p. 487.

AGLYPHA Mulsant and Rey, 1873b, p. 172. [Synonym of Dinaraea.]

Genotype: Aglypha linearis (Gravenhorst) (Aleockara).
Fizred by: Fenyes, 1918, p. 20, by subsequent designation.
Later citations: A. linearis (Gravenhorst), by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 392.
Synonymic homonyms:
AcLYPHA Mulsant and Rey, 1874a, p. 25.
AGLYPHA Mulsant and Rey, 1874d, p. 677.
AeLYPHA Mulsant and Rey, 1874e, p. 645.
Synonyms: (See Dinaraea).

AGNOSTHAETUS Bernhauer, 1939¢, p. 213.

Genotype: Agnosthactus brouni Bernhauer.
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1939¢, p. 2138, by original designation.

AGRODES Nordmann, 1837a, p. 161. [Subgenus of Plochionocerus Dejean.]

Genotype : Agrodes elegans Nordmann.
Fized by: Nordmann, 1837a, p. 161, by monotypy.
Synonymic homonyms :

AcropEs Nordmann, 1837b, p. 161.
Synonyms: (See Plochionocerus Dejean).

AIDOCHARA Casey, 1906, p. 145. [Subgenus of Aleochara.]

Genotype: Aidochara planiventris Casey.

Fized by : Casey, 1906, p. 145, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. planiventris Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 20.
Synonyms: (See Aleochara).

ALACONOTA [Error for Aloconota].
ALAOBIA Thomson, 1858, p. 36. [Subgenus of Ischuopoda.]

Genotype: Alaobia ochracea (Erichson) (Homalota).
Fired by: Thomson, 1858, p. 36, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. scapularis Sahlberg, by Thomson, 1859, p. 40; by Fenyes,
1918, p. 21; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 390; not originally included.
Discussion : The citation of scapularis could be accepted only through the
subjective synonymy of scapularis and ochracea.
Synonymic homonyms :
Araosia Thomson, 1859, p. 40.
Araonia Thomson, 1861, p. 99.
Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).
Variant spellings:
ALESBIA Guilleaume, 1933, p. 296.°
Notes: This has been listed both as a separate genus and as a subgenus of
Atheta. Following the latter, it must be listed under the name Ischnopoda.

ALAPSODUS Tottenham, 1939a, p. 225. [Synonym of Ocypus.]

Genotype: Alapsodus morio (Gravenhorst) (Staphylinus).
Figed by : Tottenham, 1939a, p. 225, through objective synonymy with Anodus
Nordmann, of which morio had already been fixed as genotype.

1 Bull. Ann. Soc. Ent. Belgigue, vol. 72.
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ALAPSODUS Tottenham—Continued

Later citations: A. falcifer Nordmann, by Tottenham, 1939a, p. 225; by
Blackwelder, 1943, p. 444 ; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 374.

Discussion: Both Tottenham and Blackwelder overlooked the designation
of morio as genotype of Anodus by Thomson. Article 30.IL.f, of the Inter-
national Rules requires that this be also the type of Alapsodus, a replace-
ment name.

Synonyms: (See also Ocypus)

A~opus Nordmann, 1837a, p. 11. [Not Spix, 1829.]
ALCOCHARA [Error for Aleochara].
ALCONOTA [Error for Aloconota].
ALEACHORA [Error for Aleocharal.
ALECOHARA [Error for Aleocharal.
ALENONDO [Error for Alevonota].
ALENONOTA [Error for Alevonota].
ALEOACHARA [Error for Aleochara].
ALEOCARA [Error for Alcochara].
ALEOCHANDRIA Cameron, 1948b, p. 232.
Genotype: Aleochandria crassicornis Cameron.
Fimed by : Cameron, 1948b, p. 232, by monotypy.
ALEOCHARA Gravenhorst, 1802, p. 67.

Qenotype: Aleochara fuscipes (Linné) (Staphylinus).

Fioed by : Leach, 1819, p. 177, by subsequent designation.

Other citations: . bipustulata (Linné), by Latreille, 1810, p. 427, not origi-
nally included. A. fuscipes (Linné), by Leach, 1824, p. 177. A. bipunctata
(Olivier), by Westwood, 183Sa, p. 20. A. fuscipes (Paykull), by Shuck-
ard, 1839, p. 132; by Cuvier, 1849, p. 189 ; by Thomson, 1859, p. 30. A. ca-
naliculata (Fabricius), by Crotel, 1870, p. 215; by des Gozis, 1886, p. 12.
A. lata Gravenhorst, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21. A. bipustulata (ILinné), by
Tottenham, 1949b, p. 403, not originally included.

Synonyms :

PorysTtoya Stephens, 1833a, p. 91. [=Emplenota. Not Zeder, 1800.]
CErANOTA Stephens, 1839, p. 351. [Subgenus.] .
FuncrcoLA Zetterstedt, 1840, p. 78.

Horroxorus Schmidt-Goebel, 1846, p. 245. [= Ceranota.]
CERONOTA Agassiz, 1846, p. 72. [= Ceranota.]
MEecorHOPALUS Solier, 1849, p. 347.

BAryoDpMA Thomson, 1858, p. 31. [Subgenus.]

Dyscuara Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 425. [Subgenus.]
XENOCHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 344. [ Subgenus.]
Porycmara Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 348. [Subgenus.]
CoprocHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 430. [Subgenus.]
HoMmoeocHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 414. [Subgenus.]
RHEoCHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 294. [Subgenus.]}
MeTALEA Mulsant and Rey, 18754, p. 299. [= Rheochara.]
HETEROCHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 299. [Subgenus.]
EwmpLENOTA Casey, 1884, p. 17. [Subgenus.]

Cop1ATA des Gozis, 1886, p. 12. [Isogenotypic.]

Poristoma Casey, 1893, p. 289. [= Emplenota.]
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ALEOCHARA Gravenhorst—Continued
Synonyms—Continued
PALAEOCHARA Bernhauer, 1901b, p. 161. [Subgenus.]
TrriocmArRA Bernhauer, 1901¢, p. 373. [Subgenus.]
MEGALOGASTRIA Bernhauer, 1901d, p. 437. {Subgenus.]
OrHIOCHARA Bernhauer, 19014, p. 439.
IsocnarA Bernhauer, 1901d, p. 440. [= Baryodma.]
CtENoCcHARA Casey, 1906, p. 128. [= Heterocharea.]
NorrocrArA Casey, 1906, p. 129. [ Subgenus.]
PorysToMorA Casey, 1906, p. 136. [= Emplenota.]
AIDOCHARA Casey, 1906, p. 145. [Subgenus.]
OreocHARA Casey, 1906, p. 148. [Subgenus.]
CALOCHARA Casey, 1906, p. 149. [Subgenus.]
EucuaArINA Casey, 1906, p. 165. [ = Funda.]
EcHOoCHARA Casey, 1906, p. 176. [Subgenus.]
RueosroMA Casey, 1906, p. 180. [= Rheochara.]
RHEOCcHARELLA Casey, 1906, p. 181. [= Rheochara.]
PoLycHARINA Reitter, 1909, p. 22. [= Emplenota.]
EuryvobpamA Reitter, 1909, p. 23. [Subgenus.]
PoLysToMARIA Reitter, 1909, p. 28. [= Emplenota.]
SkENocHARA Bernhauer and Scheerpeltz, 1926, p. 795. [Subgenus.]
MgesocHARA Cameron, 1939e, p. 642. [ Subgenus.]
ArvsopMA Blackwelder, new name. [Subgenus.]
FunpA Blackwelder, new name. [Subgenus.]
Variant spellings :

ABoCcHARA Dobiasch, 1889, p. 191.®
ALCoCHARA Gundlach, 1891, p. 54.*
ALEACHORA Germar, 1818, p. 342.°
ALECOHARA Cameron, 1939, p. 687.
ALEOACHARA Krynicki, 1832, p. 106.*
ALEOCARA Winkler, 1926, p. 79.*°
ArfocHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1872, p. 163.°
AvLEOocHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1874b, p. 716.
ArLEOCHARE Eichelbaum, 1910, p. 80.
ALEOCHAREA Kraatz, 1873, p. 212
ALEOCHORA Burmeister, 1829, p. 34.*
A1rocHRA Roubal, 1924, p. 247.*°
AreoHARA Mulsant and Rey, 1872¢, p. 140.
ALEOHCARA Sahlberg, 1834, p. 351.
ArrocHARA Ulke, 1902, p. 11.%

ALEOCHARA [Error for Aleocharal.

ALEOCHARA [Error for Aleocharal.

ALEOCHARE [Error for Aleocharal.

ALEOCHAREA [Error for Aleochara].

11 Societas Ent., vol. 3.

12 Contribucion 2 la entomologia Cubana, vol. 3, 404 pp. Habana.
3 Mag. Ent., vol. 3.

14 Bull. Soc. Imp. Nat. Moscou, vol. 5.

18 Bull. Soc. Ent. Italiana, vol. 58.

16 Ann. Soc. Linn. Lyon, ser. 2, vol. 18,

17 Berliner Ent. Zeitschr., vol. 17,

8 De insectorum systemate naturali . . ., 43 pp. Halis Saxonum,
% Ent, Blitter, vol. 20.

 Proc. U. S. Nat. Mus., vol. 25, pp. 1-57.
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ALEOCHAROPSIS Wickham, 1913, p. 286. [Fossil.]
Genotype: Aleoeharopsis caseyi Wickham.
Fired by : Wickham, 1913, p. 286, by original designation.
ALEQOCHORA [Error for Alcocharal.
ALEOCHRA [Error for Aleochara].
ALEODERUS [Error for Alcodorus].
ALEODORUS Say, 1830, p. 60.
Genotype: Aleodorus bilobatus (Say) (Aleochara).

Fired by: Say, 1830, p. 60, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. bilobatus (Say), by Fenyes, 1912, p. 20; 1918, p. 21.

Synonymic homonyms:

ALEODORUS Say, 1839, p. 157, [Not 1836.]

Synonyms :

CHrTALIA Sharp, 1883, p. 235.

Variant spellings:

ALEODERUS Lynch, 1884, p. 29.
ALEOHARA [Error for Aleocharal.
ALEOHCARA [Error for Aleocharal.
ALESBIA [Error for Alaobia].
ALEUNOTA [Error for Alevonotal].
ALEUONOTA [Error for Alevonota].
ALEVONATA [Error for Alevonotal.
ALEVONOTA Thomson, 1858, p. 35.

Genotype: Alevonota atricapilla (Mulsant and Rey) (Homalota).

Fized by: Thomson, 1858, p. 35, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. atricapille (Mulsant and Rey), by Thomson, 1859, p. 39;
by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21. A. rufotestacea (Kraatz), by Tottenham, 1949b,
p. 395, not originally included.

Synonymic homonyms :

ALevonoTA Thomson, 1859, p. 39.

ALEvoNOoTA Thomson, 1861, p. 52.

Synonyms :

Liora Mulsant and Rey, 18744, p. 36.

Variant spellings :

ALENONDO Vitale, 1932, p. 40.2

ALENONOTA Derville, 1914, p. 560.*

ALEUNOTA Duvivier, 1883, p. 114.

ALEUONOTA Thomson, 1861, p. 52.

ALEVONATA Mulsant and Rey, 1874d, p. 336.

ArevoNoTA Fenyes, 1921b, pl. 6.

Notes: Most subsequent writers, including Thomson himself, have used the
spelling Alexonota. Such a respelling appears to be unjustified, since the
original contains no evidence of error and the first usage of the respelling
shows no intent to emend.

ALGON Sharp, 1874a, p. 22.

Genotype: Algon grandicollis Sharp.

Fized by: Sharp, 1874a, p. 22, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. sphaericollis (Schubert), by Lucas, 1920, p. 82, not
originally included.

Discussion: Lucas cited as genotype of Algon a name that is not known
to have been published.

7 Boll. Soc. Ent. Ttaliana, vol. 70.
2 Cat. Crit. coléoptéres Corse, 1914, 573 pp. Caen.

892643—52 4
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ALGON Sharp—Continued
Synonyms ;
SeEcuripaLPUS Schubert, 1908, p. 613.
CreoprHILOPSIS Cameron, 1921a, p. 272,
ALHETA [Error for Athetal.
ALIANTA Thomson, 1858, p. 35.

Genotype: Alianta incana (Erichson) (IHomalota).

Fized by : Thomson, 1858, p. 35, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. incana (Erichson), by Thomson, 1859, p. 38; by Fenyes,
1918, p. 21 ; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 395.

Variant spellings :

ALIANTE Jarrige, 1946, p. 99.*
AriaNTHA Sahlberg, 1880, p. 93.
ALrroNTA Reitter, 1909, p. 373.
ATLANTA Mulsant and Rey, 1874d, p. 210.
ALIANTE [Error for Aliantal.
ALIANTHA [Error for Alianta].
ALIONTA [Error for Alianta].
ALISALIA Casey, 1911, p. 219.

Genotype: Alisalia brevipennis Casey.

Fized by : Fenyes, 1918, p. 21, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. brevipennis Casey, by Lucas, 1920, p. 82.

Discussion: This designation was implied by Casey by means of a first
species system announced on page 90 of the previous volume. This is
not accepted here as unambiguous designation of a genotype.

Variant spellings :

ALYsALIA Fenyes, 1918, p. 67.
ALLOCERAEA G. Benick, 1934, p. 164. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]

Genotype: Alloceraea fiorii (Bernhauer) (Atheta).

Fized by: G. Benick, 1934, p. 164, by subsequent monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).

Notes: This subgenus was described on p. 164, which appeared in heft 5
of the journal. No species was named until the next part of the paper
appeared in heft 6, p. 208.

ALLOCHARA [Error for Alecocharal].
ALLOCOTA Bernhauer, 1916¢, p. 428. [Junior homonym of Allocota Motschul-
sky, 1860 ; Foerster, 1865 ; and Meyrick, 1904, Synonym of Razia.]

Genotype: Allocota abnormalis (Bernhauer) (Zyras).

Fized by: Bernhauer, 1916¢, p. 428, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Razia).

Notes: This was previously listed as a subgenus of Gyrophaena. The
homonymy necessitates renaming, and the genotype necessitates transfer
to Zyras (now Bolitochara) as a subgenus.

ALLODINARDA Wasmann, 1909a, p. 175.

Genotype: Allodinarda kohli Wasmann.

Fized by : Wasmann, 1909a, p. 175, by monotypy.

Later citations: A, kohli Wasmann, by Brauns, 1914, p. 34; by Fenyes, 1918,
p. 21.

ALLOSTENOPSIS Bernhauer, 1921b, p. 74.

Genotype: Allostenopsis antennaria (Bernhauer) (Stenopsis).

Fized by: Bernhauer, 1921b, p. 74, through objective synonymy with
Stenopsis, of which antennaria had already been fixed as genotype.

2 L’Entomologiste, vol. 2.
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ALLOSTENOPSIS Bernhauer—Continued

Synonyms :

StENopsis Bernhauer, 1907c, p. 286. [Objective. Not Rafinesque, 1815.]
ALLOTRICHUS Sharp, 1885, p. 486.

Genotype: Allotrichus arenarius Sharp.

Fized by: Sharp, 1885, p. 486, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. arenarius Sharp, by Lucas, 1920, p. 84.

ALMORA Cameron, 1939b, p. 25. [Synonym of Masuria.]
Genotype: Almora plumbea (Cameron) (Masuria).
Fized by : Cameron, 1939b, p. 25, through objective synonymy with Masuria,
of which plumbea had already been fixed as genotype.
Synonyms: (See Masuria).
Notes: Published in the synonymy of Masuria.
ALMORIA Cameron, 1939b, p. 260.

Genotype: Almoria championi Cameron.

Fized by : Cameron, 1939b, p. 260, by monotypy.
ALOCONATA [Error for Aloconota].
ALOCONOTA Thomson, 1858, p. 33. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]

Genotype . Aloconota immunita (Erichson) (Tachyusa).

Fized by: Thomson, 1858, p. 33, by monotypy.

Later citations : A. gregaria (Erichson), by Thomson, 1859, p. 36, not origi-
nally included. A. insccta Thomson, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21, not originally
included. A. currax (XKraatz), by Scheerpeltz, 1929b, p. 234; 1934, p.
1590; not originally included. A. gregaria (Erichson), by Tottenham,
1949b, p. 391, not originally included.

Discussion: The designation of gregaria can be accepted only through the
subjective synonymy of gregaria and inmanunita.

Synonymic homonyms :

ArocoNora Thomson, 1859, p. 36.
ArocoxoTA Thomson, 1861, p. 7.
Synonyms: (See also Ischnopoda)
Grossora FowLEr, 1888, p. 66. [Subjective-objective.]
Terasota Casey, 1906, p. 337.
TAPHRODOTA Casey, 1906, p. 338.
Variant spellings :
AvacoNoTta Fagel, 1046, p. 100.*
ArcoNota Hamilton, 1894, p. 364.°
AroconaTa Kraatz, 1889, p. 396.%
ArocoNoTHA Reitter, 1885, p. 198.7
AvroroNora Reclaire and van der Wiel, 1947, p. 468.”
ALOCONOTHA [Error for Aloconota].
ALOEONOTA [Error for Aloconotal.
ALYSALIA [Error for Alisalia].
AMANOTA Casey, 1906, p. 189.

Genotype: Amanota capensis Casey.

Fized by: Casey, 1906, p. 190, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations: A. capensis Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.

AMARACHARA [Error for Amarocharal.

2 Bull. Ann. Soc. Ent. Belgique, vol. 82.
% Trans. Amer. Ent. Soc., vol. 21,

2 Deutsche Ent. Zeitschr., 1889.

7 Deutsche Ent. Zeitschr., vol. 29.

= Tijdschr. Ent., vol. 88.
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AMAROCHARA Thomson, 1858, p. 32.
Genotype: Amarochara umbrosa (Erichson) (Calodera).
Fized by : Thomson, 1858, p. 32, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. umbrosa (Erichson), by Thomson, 1859, p. 35; by Fenyes,
1918, p. 21; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 399.
Synonyms :
Mxi1opaTES Mulsant and Rey, 1875a, p. 326. [Subgenus.]
Nasirema Casey, 1893, p. 307.
LastocHARA Ganglbauer, 1895, p. 99. [Subgenus.]
AMAROCHARELLA Bernhauer, 1921e, p. 182. [Subgenus.]
Variant spellings:
AMARACHARA Bradley, 1930, p. 313.

AMAROCHARELLA Bernhauer, 1921e, p. 182. [Subgenus of Amarochara.]
Genotype: Amarocharella rambouseki (Bernhauer) (Amarochara).
Fized by: Bernhauer, 1921e, p. 182, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Amarochara).

AMAURODERA Fauvel, 1905b, p. 142,

Genotype: Amaurodera veluticollis (Motschulsky) (Falagria).
Fized by: Fenyes, 1918, p. 21, by subsequent designation.

AMBLIOPINUS [Error for Amblyopinus].

AMBLOPUSA Casey, 1893, p. 355. [Synonym of Diaulota.]
Genotype: Amblopusa brevipes Casey.

Fired by : Casey, 1893, p. 356, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. brevipes Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See also Diaulota)

AMBLYOPUsSA Eichelbaum, 1909, p. 209. [Emendation.]
Variant spellings:

AMBLYOPUSA Eichelbaum, 1909, p. 209. [Emendation.]

AMBLYOPINUS (Fauvel, 1872, p. 618, nomen nudum) Solsky, 1875, p. 10.
Genotype: Amblyopinus jelskii Solsky.

Figed by : Lucas, 1920, p. 88, by subsequent designation.
Later citations: A. jelskii Solsky, by Seevers, 1944, p. 157.
Synonyms :

OMmALoxENUS Notman, 1923, p. 1.
Variant spellings :

AMBLIOPINUS Solsky, 1875, p. x.

AMPLYOPINUS Eichelbaum, 1909, p. 18G.

AMBLYOPONIPHILUS Oke, 1933, p. 132.

Genotype: Amblyoponiphilus satelles Oke.
Fized by : Oke, 1933, p. 132, by original designation.

AMBLYOPUSA Eichelbaum, 1909, p. 209. [Emendation of Amblopusa. Syno-

nym of Diaulota.]
Genotype: Amblyopusa brevipes (Casey) (Amblopusa).
Fized by: WBichelbaum, 1909, p. 209, through objective synonymy with
Amblopusa, of which brevipes had already been fixed as genotype.
Later citations: A. brevipes (Casey), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See also Diaulota).
AMBLOPUSA Casey, 1893, p. 355. [Objective.]
AMBODINA Sharp, 1883, p. 157.
Genotype: Ambodina granulata Sharp.
Fized by: Sharp, 1883, p. 157, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. granulata Sharp, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
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AMELINUS Bernhauer, 1915k, p. 306.
Genotype: Amelinus gestroi Bernhauer.
Fized by : Blackwelder, here, by subsequent designation.
AMENUSA Casey, 1906, p. 349. [Synonym of Diestota.]
Genotype: Amenusa angustula Casey.
Fized by: Casey, 1906, p. 349, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. angustula Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See Diestota).
AMERISTOGLOSSA Bernhauer, 1928a, p. 24.
Genotype: Amcristoglossa mjibergi Bernhauer.
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1528a, p. 24, by monotypy.
AMICHORUS Sharp, 1884, p. 390.
Genotype: Amiehorus fauveli Sharp.
Fized by: Lucas, 1920, p. 89, by subsequent designation.
AMICHROTUS Sharp, 1889, p. 114.
Genotype: Awmichrotus apicipennis Sharp.
Fired by: Sharp, 1889, p. 114, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. apicipennis Sharp, by Lucas, 1920, p. 89.
AMIDOBIA Thomson, 1858, p. 33. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype: Amidobia talpa (Heer) (Homalota).
Fized by: Thomson, 1838, p. 33, by monotypy.
Later citations: .1. parallela (Mannerheim), by Thomson, 1859, p. 34, not
originally included. A. talpa (Heer), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21; by Scheer-
peltz, 1929b, p. 245 ; 1934, p. 1637 ; by Tottenbam, 1949, p. 395.
Discussion: The designation of parallela can be accepted only through the
subjective synonymy of parallela and talpa.
Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).
AMISAMMUS des Gozis, 1886, p. 15. [Subgenus of Carpelimus.]}
Genotype: Amisammus areuatus (Stephens) (Trogophlocus).
Fired by : des Gozis, 1886, p. 15, by orizinal designation.
Later citations: A. areuatus (Stephens), by Blackwelder, 1943, p. 58; by
Tottenham, 1949b, p. 362.
Synonyms: (See Carpelimus).
Variant spellings :
AMISANIMUS Bernhauer and Schubert, 1911, p. 93.
Notes: This name was proposed for the group which Mulsant and Rey
(1878¢, p. 258) erroneously calted Carpalimus.
AMISANIMUS [Error for Amisammus].
AMISCHA Thomson, 1858, p. 33.
Genotype: Amischa analis (Gravenborst) (Alcochara).
Fizred by : Thomson, 1858, p. 33, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. analis (Gravenhorst), by Thomson, 1859, p. 34; by
Fenyes, 1918, p. 21; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 590.
Synonymic homonyms :
AMrscHA Thomson, 1859, p. 34.
AMIscHA Thomson, 1860, p. 292.
Synonyms :
CorrosUura Casey, 1893, p. 836.
ARTHROPYCNA Bernhauer, 1921¢, p. 162. [Subgenus.]
METAMISCHA Peyerimhoff, 1938, p. 65. [Subgenus.]
Variant spellings:
AMiscHIA Reclaire, 1930, p. 126. *

® Ent. Berichten, vol. 8.



50 BULLETIN 200, UNITED STATES NATIONAL MUSEUM

AMISCHIA [Error for Amischal.

AMPHIBITHERION Notman, 1921, p. 155. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype: Amphibitherion demissum Notman.

Fired by : Notman, 1921, p. 155, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (Sece Ischnopoda).
AMPHICHROUM Kraatz, 1858b, p. 947.
Genotype: Amphichroum canaliculatum (Erichson) (Lathrimaeum).
Fixed by : Lucas, 1920, p. 90, by subsequent designation.
Synonyms :
StacHYGrAPHIS Horn, 1883b, p. 285.
Variant spellings :
AMmpHICROUM Bradley, 1930, p. 311.
AMpHYCHROUM Grenter, 1863, p. 25.

AMPHICROUM [Error for Amphichroum].

AMPHYCHROUM [Error for Amphichroum].

AMPLYOPINUS [Error for Amblyopinus].

ANACAEUS [Error for Ancaeus].

ANACYPTUS G. H. Horn, 1877, p. 87.

Genotype: Anacyptus testaceus (LeConte) (Hypocyptus).
Fired by: G. H. Horn, 1877, p. 87, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. testaceus (LeConte), by Blackwelder, 1943, p. 532.
Synonyms :
MicrocypTUus G. H. Horn, 1883a, proc. p. 1. [ Objective. Proposed as a
replacement for Anacyptus under the erroneous belief that the latter
was preoccupied by Anacypta Illiger, 1807.]
ANADUOSTERNUM Notman, 1922, p. 106. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]
Qenotype: Anaduosternum brevipenne Notman.
Fized by: Notman, 1922 p. 106, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).
ANANCOSORIUS Bernhauer, 1908c¢, p. 292.
Genotype . Anancosorius klimschi Bernhauer.
Fired by : Bernhauer, 1908c, p. 292, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. klimschi Bernhauer, by Lucas, 1920, p. 101.
Variant spellings :
ANoncosor1iUs Bernhauer and Schubert, 1911, p. 153.

ANANLACASPIS [Error for Anaulacaspis].

ANAPOLEMON Wasmann, 1916a, p. 144, [Subgenus of Micropolemon.]
Genotype: Anapolemon cornutum (Wasmann) (2Micropolemon).
Fired by: Wasmann, 1916a, p. 144, by original designation and monotypy.
Latcr citations: A. cornutum (Wasmann), by Wasmann, 1917, p. 316.
Synonymic homonyms :

ANaPOLEMON Wasmann, 1917, p. 319.
Synonyms : (See Micropolemon).
ANAQUEDIUS Casey, 1915, p. 400. [Subgenus of Quedius.]
Genotype: Anaquedius vernir (LeConte) (Quedius).
Fired by: Casey, 1915, p. 400, by original designation and monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Quedius).

ANASTICTODERA Casey, 1915, p. 421. [Subgenus of Quedius.]
Genotype: Anastictodera compransor (Fall) (Quedius).

Fixed by . Casey, 1915, p. 421, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Quedius).
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ANATHETA Casey, 1910a, p. 112. [Synonym of Sableta.]

Genotype: Anathete planulicollis (Casey) (Sableta).

Fized by: Casey, 1910a, p. 112, by original designation.

Later citations: A. planulicollis (Casey), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.

Synonyms: (See Sableta).

ANAULACASPIS Ganglbauer, 1895, p. 256. [Subgenus of Falagria.]

Qenotype: Anaulacaspis nigra (Gravenlorst) (Aleochara).

Fired Dy : Fenyes, 1912, p. 24, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. concinna (Erichson), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21, not originally
included.

Synonyms: (See also Falagria)

FavragrioLa Reitter, 1909, p. 74. [Objective.]
FALAGRIOMA Casey, 1906, p. 230.
MerLacriA Casey, 1906, p. 230. [Objective.]
LerTAGRIA Casey, 1906, p. 249.
Variant spellings :
ANANLACASPIS Cameron, 1945¢, p. 718.
ANAuULOcASPIS Vitale, 1932, p. 40.%°
ANAULAX Bernhauer, 1929¢, p. 231. [Junior homonym of Anaulaz de Roissy,

1805, and Murray, 1859. Synonym of Drusilla.]

Genotype: Anaulaxr scmicircularis (Bernhauer) (Astildus).

Fized by : Bernhauer, 1929¢, p. 231, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Drusilla).

ANAULOCASPIS [Error for Anaulacaspis].
ANCAEUS Fauvel, 1865, p. 60. [Junior homonym of Ancaeus Agassiz, 1846, and
Adams, 1861. Synonym of Ncolispinodes.]

Genotype : Ancaeus megacephalus Fauvel.

Fized by : Fauvel, 1865, p. 60, by monotypy.

Later citations: A megacephalus Fauvel, by Lucas, 1920, p. 94; by Black-
welder, 1942, p. 88; 1943, p. 156.

Synonyms: (See also Neolispinodes)

PARALISPINUS Bernhauer, 1921b, p. 67. [Objective. Not Eichelbaum,
1913.]
NEOLISPINODES Bernhauer, 1937, p. 579. [Objective.]
Variant spellings :
ANACAEUS G. N. Wolcott, 1936, p. 196.*
Anceus Ilelier, 1916, p. 240.

Notes: Bernhauer believed Ancacus Fauvel to be preoccupied by Anceus
Risso, 1816. Whether this view be accepted or not is of little moment,
since Ancaeus Agassiz, 1816, and Ancaeus Adams, 1861, also antedate
Ancaeus Fauvel, 1865. Lucas cites an Ancaeus Bernhauer, 1903, but this
is not a separate name.

ANCEUS [Error for Ancaeus].
ANCHOCERUS Fauvel, 1905b, p. 141.

Genotype: Anchocerus birmanus Fauvel,

Fized by : Fauvel, 1905b, p. 141, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations : A. birmanus Fauvel, by Lucas, 1920, p. 94.

3 Boll. Soc. Ent. Italiana, vol. 70.
3 Insectae Borinquensis. Journ. Agr. Univ. Puerto Rico, vol. 20, No. 1, pp. 1-600.
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ANCILLOTA Casey, 1910a, p. 165. [Synonym of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype: Ancillota sollemnis Casey.
Fized by : Casey, 1910a, p. 165, by monotypy.
Later citations : A. sollemnis Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See Ischnopoda).
Variant spellings :
Ancrrota Cameron, 1939e, p. 679.
ANCILOTA [Error for Ancillota].

ANCYLOPHORUS [Error for Acylophorus and Ancyrophorus].
ANCYROPHORUS Kraatz, 1858b, p. 886. [Synonym of QOchtheplilus.]
Genotype: Ancyrophorus omalinus (Erichson) (Trogophloeus).

Fized by : Thomson, 1859, p. 44, by subsequent designation,
Later citations: A. rosenhaueri (Kiesenwetter), by Lucas, 1920, p. 96.
A. omalinus (Kraatz), by Tottenham, 1939b, p. 228; 1949, p. 360.
Synonyms: (See also Ochthephilus)
OCHTHEPHILINUS Eichelbaum, 1915, p. 104. [Objective.]
Variant spellings:
ANCYLOPHORUS Gerhardt, 1911, p. 340.*
ANDEROCHARIS [Error for Aderocharis].
ANDROCHARA [Error for Aderocharis].
ANDRODONIA Bernhauer, 1928c, p. 22. [Subgenus of Bolitochara.]
Genotype : Androdonia laminatus (Roth) (Myrmedonia).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1928c, p. 22, by original designation.
Later citations: A. laminatus (Roth), by Scheerpeltz, 1934, p. 1655.
Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).
ANEBOLURA Bernhauer, 1922b, p. 181.
Genotype : Anebolura minutissima Bernhauer.
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1922b, p. 181, by monotypy.
ANEPIPLEURONIA Bernhauer, 1929, p. 232 .
Genotype . Anepipleuronia arachnoides Bernhauer.
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1929e, p. 232, by monotypy.
ANEPIUS Blackburn, 1902a, p. 29.
Genotype : Anepius koebelei Blackburn.
Fized by : Lucas, 1920, p. 96, by subsequent designation.
ANEPSIOTA Casey, 1893, p. 329. [Synonym of Liogluta.]
Genotype: Anepsiota quadricollis Casey.
Fized by : Casey, 1893, p. 330, by original designation.
Later citations: A. quadricollis Casey, by Casey, 1906, p. 335, 339; 1910a,
p. 12; by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See Liogluta).
ANEUCAMPTUS Sharp, 1887, p. 725.
Genotype: Aneucamptus excisicollis (Motschulsky) (Thoracophorus).
Fized by : Sharp, 1887, p. 725, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. excisicollis (Motschulsky), by Lucas, 1920, p. 96; by
Blackwelder, 1942, p. 88.
ANEUROTA Casey, 1893, p. 347. [Synonym of Borboropora.]
Genotype: Aneurota sulcifrons Casey.
Fized by: Casey, 1893, p. 347, by original designation and monotypy.
Later citations: A. sulcifrons Casey, by Casey, 1906, p. 252 ; by Fenyes, 1912,
p. 21; 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See Borboropora).
ANILLOSTETHUS [Error for Anillosthetus].

22 Deutsche Tnt. Zeitschr., 1911,
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ANILLOSTHETUS (Bertolini, 1872, p. 63, nomen nudum) Mulsant and Rey,

1876b, p. 146 (without species). [Synonym of Octavius.]

Genotype . Anillosthetus corsicus Mulsant and Rey.

Fized by : Mulsant and Rey, 1878a, p. 319, by being the first species included
in the genus.

Discussion: This genus can be considered to have been validated by Mulsant
and Rey’s descriptive phrase, ‘“sont dépourvus d'yeux.” The species
corsicus was validated in 1878 by citation in the synonymy of Octaviusg

insularis Fauvel.

Synonymic homonyms :

ANILLOSTHETUS Mulsant and Rey, 1877a, p. 2.
Synonyms: (See Octavius).
Variant spellings :

ANILLOSTETHUS Fauvel, 1884, p. 84.%

ANISOLINUS Sharp, 1889, p. 113.

Genotype: Anisolinus picticornis Sharp.
Fized by : Lucas, 1920, p. 98, by subsequent designation.

Notes: Kolbe (1897) stated that this was a manuscript name of Fauvel and
cited one species. This error of fact is not acceptable as genotype desig-

nation.
ANISOPSIS Fauvel, 1904b, p. 108.

Genotype: Aunisopsis flezuosa Fauvel.

Fized by : Lucas, 1920, p. 98, by subsequent designation.
ANNOMMATOPHILUS [Error for Anommatophilus].
ANOCALEA Fenyes, 1921a, p. 27.

Genotype: Anocalea thazleri Fenyes.

Fized by: F¥enyes, 1921a, p. 27, by original designation and monotypy.

ANODIUS [Error for Anodus].

ANODUS Nordmann, 1837a, p. 11. [Junior homonym of Anodus Spix, 1829.

Synonym of Ocypus.]
Genolype: Anodus morio (Gravenhorst) (Staphylinus).
Fized by: Thomson, 1859, p. 24, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. falcifer Nordmann, by Tottenham, 193%a, p. 225; by

Blackwelder, 1943, p. 444 ; by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 374.
Synonymic homonyms :
Anxopus Nordmann, 1837b, p. 11.
Synonyms: (See also Ocypus)
Araprsopus Tottenham, 193%9a, p. 225. [Objective.]
Variant spellings :
ANopius Motschulsky, 1857b, p. 50.

ANOLEPTA [Error for Anopleta].

ANOMAGNATHUS [Error for Anonmognathus].

ANOMMATOCHARA Wasmann, 1915a, p. 29. [Subgenus of Aenicionia.]
Genotype: Anommatochara kohli (Wasmann) (Aenictonia).
Fized by: Wasmann, 19154, p. 28, by original designaticn.
Synonyms: (See Aenictonia).

Variant spellings :
ANOMMATOCHORA Sclhinlze et al., 1926, p. 195.

ANOMMATOCHORA [Error for Anommatochara].

ANOMMATONIA Wasmann, 1915a, p. 27. [Subgenus of Aenictonia.]
Genotype : Anommatonia anonimatophila (Wasmann) (Aenictonia.)
Fized by: Wasmann, 1915a, p. 27, by original designation.
Synonyms: (See Aenictonia).

® Revue d'Ent., vol. 3.
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ANOMMATOPHILUS (Wasmann, 1902, p. 92, nomen nudum) Wasmann, 1904,
p. 642,
Genotype: Anommatophilus kolhli Wasmann.
Fized by: Lucas, 1920, p. 100, by subsequent designation.
Variant spellings .
ANNOMMATOPHILUS Wasmann, 1909a, p. 54.
ANOMMATOXENUS (Wasmann, 1902b, p. 8S, nomen nudum) Wasmann, 1904,
p. 656.
Genotype : Anommatorenus clypeatus Wasmann.
Fized by : Wasmann, 1004, p. 656, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. elypeatus Wasmann, by Lucas, 1920, p. 100.
ANOMOGANTHUS [Error for Anomognathus].
ANOMOGNATHUS Solier, 1849, p. 338.
Genotype: Anomognathus filiformis Solier.
Fixed by : Solier, 1849, p. 338, by monotypy.
Later eitations: A filiformis Solier, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21; by Tottenham,
1949, p. 384.
Synonyms :
THEETURA Thomson, 1858, p. 32.
Variant spellings:
ANOMAGNATHUS Munster, 1930, p. 343.%
ANoMOGANTHUS Fenyes, 1918, p. 17.
ANOMOGNATUS Solier, 1849, p. 337.
APOMOGNATHUS Roubal, 1934, p. 84.°
Notes: The spelling Anomognathus has generally been listed as an emen-
dation (by Gemminger and Harold, 1858) of the spelling Anomognatus
used by Solier. Solier, however, used both spellings and both must be
credited to him. There is no proof of Solier’s intention, but there is no
reason for not accepting Anomognathus.
ANOMOGNATUS [Error for Anomognathus].
ANONCOSORIUS [Error for Anancosorius].
ANCPHTHALMODONIA Bernhauer, 1936d, p. 266. [Subgenus of Dolitochara.]
Genotype : Anophthalinodonia jordani (Bernhauer) (Zyras).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1936d, p. 266, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).
ANOPLECTUS (Lucas, 1920, p. 101, an unidentifiable nomen nudum).
ANOPLETA Mulsant and Rey, 18744, p. 36, 694. [Subgenus of Ischnopoda.]
Genotype: Anopleta lepida (Kraatz) (Homalota).
Fized by : Mulsant and Rey, 1874d, p. 36, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. eorvina (Thomson), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21, not originally
included. A. areana (Erichson), by Scheerpeltz, 1929b, p. 239; 1934, p.
1604 ; not originally included. A. corvina (Thomson), by 'Tottenham,
1949b, p. 393, not originally included.
Synonymic homonyms:
AnorPLETA Mulsant and Rey, 1874e, p. 4.
AnorrLETA Mulsant and Rey, 18754, p. 46.
AnopLETA Mulsant and Rey, 1875e, p. 20.
Synonyms: (See also Ischnopoda)
CrusioTa Casey, 1910a, p. 119.

3 Norsk Ent. Tidskr., vol. 2.
3 Folia Zool. Hydrobiol., vol. 7.
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ANOPLETA Mulsant and Rey—Continued

Variant spellings:

Axorrpra Duvivier, 1883, p. 108.

Notes: The formal deseription of this genus in 1875 was antedated by the
publication of the name in a table in 1874. Since the one included species
was previously validated, the genus was founded in the earlier work and
must date from 1874.

ANOPSISUS Bernhauer, 1929b, p. 187. [Subgenus of Phytosus.]

Genotype: Anopsisus microphthalmus (Bernhauer) (Phytosus).

Fixed by : Bernhauner, 1920b, p. 187, by monotypy.

Synonyms: (See Phytosus).

ANOTYHUS [Error for Anotylus].
ANOTYLUS Thomson, 1859, p. 44. [Subgenus of Ozrytelus.]

Genotype: Anotylus sculpturatus (Gravenhorst) (Ozytelus).

Fized by: Thomson, 1859, p. 44, by original designation and monotypy.

Later citations: A. nitidulus (Gravenhorst), by Blackwelder, 1943, p. 91,
not originally included.

Synonymic homonyms:

Arnoryrus Thomson, 1861, p. 130.

Synonyms: (See Oxytelus).

Variant spellings:

ANOTYHUS Bernbauer, 1938, p. 22.%*

ONorYLUs Bernhauer, 1915e, p. 100.
ANTALIA [Error for Autalia].
ANTARCTOPHYTOSUS Enderlein, 1909, p. 377.

Genotype: Antarctophytosus atriceps (Waterhouse) (Phytosus).

Fized by : Enderlein, 1909, p. 377, by monotypy.

Later eitations: A. atrieeps (Waterhouse), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21; by Jean-
nel, 1940, p. 103, 104.

Synonyms:

PArAPHYTOSUS Cameron, 1917b, p. 125. [Isogenotypic.]
AUSTROMALOTA Bréthes, 1925, p. 170.
ANTARCTOTACHINUS Enderlein, 1909, p. 379.

Genotype: Antarctotachinus erozetensis Enderlein.

Fized by : Enderlein, 1809, p. 379, by monotypy.

Later citations: A. crozetensis Enderlein, by Lucas, 1920, p. 103 ; by Jeannel,
1940, p. 116, 120.

ANTHEROPHAGUS [Error for Anthophagus].
ANTHOBIUM ILeach, 1819, p. 175.

Genotype: Anthobium melanocephalum (Fabricius) (Staphylinus).

Fized by: Leach, 1819, p. 175, by original designation and monotypy, as
“Omalium melanocephalum.”

Later citations: A. melanocephalum (Fabricius), by Leach, 1824, p. 175;
by Shuckard, 1839, p. 92. A. torquatum (Marsham), by Westwood, 1840a,
p. 156, not originally included. A. minutum (Fabricius), by Thomson,
1859, p. 50; not originally included. A. melanocephalum (Fabricius), by
Crotch, 1870, p. 233. A. minutum (Fabricius), by Lucas, 1920, p. 104. A.
melanocephalum (Fabricius), by Tottenham, 1939a, p. 225. A. atroce-
phalum (Gyllenhal), by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 357.

Ent. Nachrichtsbl.,, vol. 12,
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ANTHOBIUM Leach—Continued

Discussion: It is impossible to tell from Leach just which melanocephalus
is intended. I can find no previous use of melanocephalus in
Omaliwm, but there is a Stephylinus melanocephalus Fabricius, a Silpha
melanocephala Illiger, and a Nitidula melanocephala Sturm, all of which
have since been used in Omalium, and all of which could have been intended
by Leach. However, only one of these species was known to occur in
England at that time, and that one (Marsham’s reference to Fabricius) is
almost certainly the species intended. Marsham credits the species to
Paykull, who credits it to Fabricius.

Homonyms by misidentification :

ANTHORIUM of Mannerheim, 1831a = Omalium.
ANnTHOBIUM 0f Erichson, 1840 = Eusphalerun:.
AnrtHoBIUM of Kraatz, 1858b, part = Abinothum.
AnTtHoBIUM of Kraatz, 1858b, part = Onibathum.
AnTHORIUM of Thomson, 1859 = Eusphalerin.

Synonymic homonyms :

AxnrtroerruMm Curtis, 1829, p. 28.
ANTIIOBIUM Stephens, 1829a, p. 25.
ANTHOBIUM Stephens, 1829b, p. 295.
ANTHOBIUM Mannerheim, 1831a, p. 467.
ANTHOBIUM Dejean, 1833, p. 68.
ANTHOBIUM Gistel, 1834, p. 9.
ANTHOBIUM Stephens, 1834, p. 335.

Synonyms :

LarariMaeun Erichson, 1839a, p. 624, [Subjective-objective.]
PrioNoTHORAX Luze, 1905, p. 68. [Subgenus.]
EupeLipiiruM Champion, 1920, p. 244.

Notes: The present use of this name (foilowing Tottenham, 1939a) is quite
different from previously established usage. The genotype of Lathrimaeuin
is considered to be a synonym of the genotype of Anthobium; as long a»
this synonymy is accepted, the two genera are objective synonyms. The
old Anthobium of authors now takes the name Eusphalerum.

Variant spellings:

AvtnoniuMm Gistel, 1856, p. 220.
ANTHOPAGUS [Error for Anthophagus]l.
ANTHOPHAGUS Gravenhorst, 1802, p. 120. [Synonym of Lesteva.]

Genotype: Authophagus alpinus (Fabricius) (Staphylinus).

Fired by : Thomson, 1859, p. 48, by subsequent designation.

Later citations: A. caraboides (Paykull), by Crotch, 1870, p. 215. A. abbre-
vietus (Fabricius), by Lueas, 1920, p. 104, included only in synonymy. A.
alpinus (Paykull), by Tottenham, 1949b, p. 358.

Discussion: The Staphylinus alpinus Fabricius has been taken to be the
same as S. alpinus Paykull, which is older. The species has generally
been credited to Fabricius. If the two are the same, Paykull is the author.

Synonyms: (See Lesteva).

Variant spellings:

ANTHEROPHAGUS Brullé, 1837, p. 97.

ANTHOPAGUS Westwood, 1827, p. 64.

AnTHOPHILUS Portevin, 1929, p. 436. [Lapsus. Not Dahlbom, 1844.]
ANTHROPHAGUS Gerhardt, 1911, p. 339.%

AnToPHAGUS Latreille, 1802, p. 129.

AvuTHOPHAGUS Jacquet, 1888, p. 4.
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ANTHOPHAGUS Gravenhorst—Continued
Notes: The objective synonymy of Anthophagus and Lesteva necessitates the
suppression of Anthophagus, which is younger. This transfer of name
cannot be prevented by any means except use of the Plenary Powers by
the International Commission.
ANTHOPHILUS [Error for Anthophagus].
ANTHROPELTODONIA Bernhauer, 1937a, p. 314,
Genotype : Anthropeltodonia speluneicollis Bernhauer.
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1937a, p. 314, by monotypy.
ANTHROPHAGUS [Error for Anthophagus].
ANTHROPYCNA [Error for Arthropycnal.
ANTIMERUS Fauvel, 187Se, p. 550.
Genotype: Antimerus smaragdinus Fauvel.
Fired by . Fauvel, 1878e, p. 550, by monotypy.
Later citations . A. smaragdinus Fauvel, by Lucas, 1920, p. 106.
ANTOPHAGUS [Error for Antiiophagus].
ANTROGASTRA Bernhauer, 1912b, p. 70. [Subgenus of Ophioglossa.]
Genotype: Antrogastra bruchiana (Bernhauer) (Ophioglossa).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1912b, p. 70, by monotypy.
Later citations : A. bruchiana (Bernhauer), by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonywms: (See Ophioglossa).
ANTRONIA Bernhauer, 1928c, p. 54. [Subgenus of Bolitochara.]
Genotype . Antronia orbicollis (Bernhauer) (Zyras.)
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1928c, p. 54, by original designation and monotypy.
Later citations : A. orbicollis (Bernhauer), by Scheerpeltz, 1934, p. 1657.
Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).
ANTROPIESTUS Bernhauer, 1917b, p. 45. [Subgenus of Piestus.]
Genotype . Antropiestus andinus (Bernhauer) (Piestus).
Fized by : Bernhauer, 1917b, p. 45, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. andinus (Bernhauer), by Blackwelder, 1943, p. 43.
Synonyms: (See Piestus).
ANTROSEMNOTES Scheerpeltz, 1936a, p. 1.
Genotype: Antroscmnotes rotroui Scheerpeltz.
Fized by: Scheerpeltz, 1936a, p. 8, by original designation and monotypy.
APALARAEA [Error for Hapalaraea.]
APALONIA Casey 1906, p. 323. [Subgenus of Bolitochara.]
Genotype : Apalonia seticornis Casey.
Fized by : Casey, 1906, p. 323, by original designation and monotypy.
Later citations : A. seticornis Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).
APATETICA (See Appendix).
APECHOLINUS Bernhauer, 1933a, p. 36.
Genotype : Apecholinus kaiseri Bernhauer.
Fized Ly : Bernhauer, 1933a, p. 36, by monotypy.
APELOGLOSSA [Error for Apheloglossa].
APHAENOGLOSSA Peyerimhoft, 1937, p. 103.
Genotype: Aphaenoglossa normandi Peyerimhoff,
Fized by : Peyerimhoff, 1937, p. 103, by monotypy.

3" Deutsche Ent. Zeitschr., 1911,
% I'Fchange, vol. 4.
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APHAENOSTEMMUS Peyerimhoff, 1914, p. 245.
Genotype : Aphaenostemmus bordei Peyerimhoff,
Fized by . Peyerimhoff, 1914, p. 245, by monotypy.
Synonyms :
TorreE-TASsSOELLA Koch, 1936, p. 126. [Subgenus.]
APHELOGLOSSA Casey, 1893, p. 348. [Synonym of Diestota.]
Genotype: Apheloglossa rufipennis Casey.
PFized by . Casey, 1893, p. 348, by monotypy.
Later citations: A. rufipennis Casey, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonyms: (See Diestola).
Variant spellings :
APELOGLOSSA Bernhauer, 192ic¢, p. 143.
APHYTOPUS Sharp, 1886a, p. 355.
Genotype : Aphytopus gracilis Sharp.
Fized Dy : Sharp, 1886a, p. 355, by monotypy.
Later citations : A. gracilis Sharp, by Fenyes, 1918, p. 21.
Synonymic homonyms :
APruyYTOPUS Broun, 1893, p. 1024.
APIMELA Mulsant and Rey, 18744, p. 36.
Genotype: Apimela macella (Erichson) (Homalota).
Fized by : Fenyes, 1918, p. 21, by subsequent designation.
Synonymic hononyms :
ArimeLA Mulsant and Rey, 1874e, p. 4.
ApriMELA Mulsant and Rey, 1875d, p. 74.
ApriMELA Mulsant and Rey, 1875, p. 48.
Synonyms :
GYRONYCHINA Casey, 1911, p. 218.
GAMPSONYCHA Bernhauer, 1912¢, p. 109.
Variant spellings :
" ApiMELIA Duvivier, 1883, p. 108.
APIMELIA [Error for Apimela].
APLADERUS [Error for Aploderus].
APLASTONIA Bernhauer, 1932b, p. 170. [Subgenus of Bolitochara.]
“Qenotype: Aplastonia rugosissimus (Bernhauer) (Zyras).
Fized by: Bernhauer, 1932b, p. 170, by monotypy.
Synonyms: (See Bolitochara).
APLODERUS Stephens, 1833, p. 273, without species.
Genotype: Aploderus brachypterus (Marsham) (Staphylinus).
Fized by: Stephens, 1834, p. 315, by being the first included species.
Later citations: A. brachypterus (Marsham), by Westwood, 1838a, p. 17;
by Shuckard, 1839, p. 97; by Duponchel and Chevrolat, 1842, p. 14. A.
caelatus (Gravenhorst), by Thomson, 1859, p. 44; by Lucas, 1920, p. 111;
by Tottenham, 1949, p. 362; not in first included group. ‘
Discussion: The citations of caeclatus can be accepted only through the sub-
jective synonymy of caelatus and brachypierus. '
Synonymic homonyms:
ArLopeErUS Stephens, 1834, p. 315.
Synonyms:
PuLocoNAEUS Erichson, 183%a, p. 597. [Subjective-objective.]
HaprooperUs Erichson, 1839a, p. 597. [Emendation and error.]
HAPLODERUS Agassiz, 1846, p. 29. [Emendation.]
Harroperus Kraatz, 185Sb, p. 863. [Emendation.]
HaprLopErUS Gemminger and Harold, 1868, p. 651. [Emendation.]
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APLODERUS Stephens—Continued
Variant spellings :
APprLADERUS Motschulsky, 1857b, p. 46.
HAPHDENY Myers, 1918, p. 47.%
Harroneres Wradatsch, 1915, p. 184.
HAPLODERUS Agassiz, 1846, p. 29. [Emendation.]
Harrooberus Erichson, 1839a, p. 597. [Emendation and error.]
Harrtoberus Portevin, 1929, p. 416, [Not Chaudoir, 1838.]
APOCELLAGRIA Cameron, 1920b, p. 143.
Genotype: Apocellugria indica Cameron.
Fized by : Cameron, 1920b, p. 143, by monotypy.
APOCELLUS Erichson, 1939b, p. 30, without species.
Genotype: Apocellus <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>